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April 19, 2006 

Mr. Gerald DeWitt 

Rayonier Performance Fibers LLC 

P.O. Box 2070 

Jesup, Georgia 31598 


RE: 	 NPDES Permit No. GA0003620 
Altamaha River Basin 

. Dear Mr. DeWitt: 

EPD has initiated a basin wide permitting strategy whereby permits are reissued 
within groups of river basins during specific years. As a part of that process, permits 
are extended until such time they can be reissued within that basin grouping. 

The Environmental Protection Division (EPD) has received your application for 
reissuance of the referenced permit. EPDis hereby extending your permit until such 
time that it can be reissued within the appropriate river basin group. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Carol A. Couch, Ph.D. 
Director 

CAC'· 

cc :Environmental Protection Agency 




, . ", j., Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Protection Division, Water Protection Branch 

Permitting, Compliance and Enforcement Program
4220 International Parkway. Suite 101, Atlanta, Georgia 30354 

404/362-2680 

Name: 

~ 
PermIt: 

PreIreatmerI 
State: -Locat -...-
PermIt: --Operating: --

404/362-2691 

May 25,2001 

Ms. Justine Thompson 

Executive Director 

Georgia Center For Law In The Public Interest 

175 Trinity Avenue, SW . 

Atlanta,· Georgia 30303 


Re: 	 Rayonier Jesup Mill 
NPDES Permit No. GA0003620 

. Dear Ms. Thompson: 

Thank you for your letter concerning the draft National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for Rayonier Jesup Mill. 

. . 

We have included an attachment which addresses the issues presented during 
the public notice comment periods. Please note that some modifications were made to 
the permit as a result of the comments received. After reviewing this revised'draft 
NPDES permit, the Environmental Protection Division (EPD) has determined that the 
Permit meets all the necessary State and Federal requirements and is protective of the 
environment. Therefore, EPD has issued the NPDES permit. This determination was 
made after careful consideration of all the comments received by EPD a~ the February 
13, 2001 public hearing and during the comment period for the draft NPDES permit. 

. I appreciate your interest in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

GJ~wt\~ 
Alan W. Hallum, Chief . 
Water Protection Branch 

AWH:sw 

Attachment 


cc:· 	 Coastal District Office (wi attachments) 
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Attachment 	 , 

Rayonier Jesup Mill - NPDES Permit No. GA0003620 
May 25,2001 

Response to Comments 

I.' 	 The Ecological Assessment of the Impacted Area from Rayonier's Study is 
Flawed 

The Environmental Protection Division (EPD) did not require that Rayonier 
conduct this Study, and it, was not approved' by EPD. The Study was not used to 
prepare the draft permit for Rayonier. The draft permit was based upon the information 
developed during our WastelQad Allocation Process. 

II. 	 The Permit Fails to Include Adequate Dioxin Limits and Monitoring 

Condition CA. of the permit requires that all testing be conducted as specified in 
40 CFR Part 136. Also, the permit requires that the facility adhere to the protocols 
described in Appendix C of the United States Environmental Protection,Agency I Paper 
Industry Cooperative Dioxin Screening Study. The Protocol only requires analysis of 
the edible fillet tissue. There is no justification to require the facility to test at a World 
Health Organization Laboratory. Commercial laboratories are capable of running very 
sensitive analyses for dioxins. ' 

1 

Georgia Water Quality Control Rule 391-3-6-.06(11)(b) requires that facilities 
maintain records of monitoring activities and results for a minimum of three years. 
There is no federal or state regulation that requires records to be -maintained for fifty 
years. 

Georgia Water Quality Control Rule 391-3-6-.03(5)(e)(vi) specifies a water quality 
standard for 2,3,7,B-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD). Condition 3 of the Special 
Requirements of the permit requires that the facility monitor all seventeen congeners of 
dioxin (2.3,7,B-TCDD) and furan (2,3,7,B-TCDF) in ambient fish fillet tissue in the 
f~cility's receiving stream. 

This permit incorporates the requirements of all statues and regulations. 

III. 	 The Permit Fails to Include Color and Turbidity Limits 

EPD has added a requirement for a Color Minimization Plan in the Special 
Conditions of the permit. 

J 
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IV. 	 The Permit Fails to Include a Limitation and Monitoring Requirement for 
Temperature 

Rayonier does not heat their discharge. The temperature of the discharge into 
the river is ambient. Temperature limits are not needed. 

V. 	 The Permit Fails to Include DO and COD Limits and Monitoring 
Requirements 

Chemical Oxygen Demand (COD) was not, identified as a parameter requiring 
limits in Federal effluent guidelines or the wasteload allocation (WLA) process. The 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) limit is included in the permit to ensure that the 
water quality standard for Dissolved Oxygen (DO) is met. There is no basis for a COD 
limi~. Thus, the permit adequately addresses this! concern., " 

VI. 	 The Permit Fails to Include Sulfate, Chlorine, and Chlorides Limits and 
Monitoring Requirements 

There is no water quality standard or effluent guideline to use as a basis for 
requiring limits for these parameters. 

VII. 	 The Permit Fails to Require Effluent Toxicity and Other Toxic Chemicals 
Testing , 

\ 

All major sources are required to conduct effluent toxicity testing at every permit 
renewal (every 5 years). Further testing can be required by EPD based on any toxicity 
concerns that are identified. 

VIII. 	 The Permit Fails to Include BOD and TSS Concentration Limits 

Federal effluent guidelines for pulp mills provide for mass limits based upon 
production. The permit limits both BOD and Total Suspended Solids (TSS) are in mass 
units. Mass limits must be included to assure compliance with these guidelines. 

IX. 	 The Public Participation was Inadequate, 

Adequate public participation ,has been provided per EPD's standard 
administrative procedures. 

X. 	 The Testing Location and Combined Outfalls are Inadequate 

Each outfall is sampled and tested separately. The analytical results are then 
flow proportioned and reported to the Division. The method used to compute these 
values are acceptable to the Division. The testing location was addre~sed in the 
Special Requirement Section 1. Thus, the permit sufficiently addresses these concerns. 
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XI. The Unknown Outfall Must Be Identified and Permitted 

The reference to an unknown 'outfall is actually a permitted discharge pipe for the 
City of, Jesup. The water quality model used to develop theWLA for Rayonier 
incorporates the Jesup discharge. 

XII. Unlined Treatment Ponds are Not Adequately Addressed by the Permit 

These ponds were built before it was common practice to have a lined pond 
system. The Division has modified the draft permit to require that the facility develop a 
groundwater monitoring p,lan to address concerns regarding these unlined ponds. 

XIII. Source Reduction is Not Addressed by the Permit 

EPA is still in the process of developing Cluster Rule regulations for this 
subcategory, to assess the degree of chlorine and other chemical reductions that can 
be achieved. Once finalized any new requirements will be incorporated into the permit. 

XIV. The Permit Contains No Requirement for an 0 & M Manual 

There is no regulatory requirement for an Operations & Maintenance (O&M) 
manual for NPDES facilities. 

XV. ' The Permit Contains No Requirement for a Certified Operator 

The draft permit has been modified to require a certified operator in responsible 
charge of the facility. 

XVI. Stormwater Discharges are Not Adequately Addressed 

Rayonier does not have a separate stormwater discharge because all storm 
water that originates on the property enters the effluent treatment system. Thus, the 
permit adequately addresses this issue. , 

XVII. Conclusion 

The draft permit has been modified to require a color minimization plan,a foam 
control study, a certified operator, and a groundwater monitoring plan; , 



\ ...... 

GEORGIA CENTER FOR LAw IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST 

175 TRINITY AVENUE, SW 
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303 

659-31 22, FAX 404 688-591 2 
GACENTER@BELLSOUTH.NET 

February 13,2001 

··IBJ IE Ie IE DWI 1E,,~
VIA FACSIMILE (404)362-2691 
AND U.S. MAIL In1 fEB 1 9 3/01 IJl) 
Mike Creason 

. ~ORGIA £PO WATER PROTECTJON BRANPermitting, Compliance and Enforcement Program 
PERMrmNG, COMPlIANCEAND ENFORCEMENT ~OGRAM 

Environmental Protection Division 
4220 International Parkway 

Suite 101 

Atlanta, GA 30354 


Re: NPDES Permit No. GA 003620 for Rayonier Jesup Mill 

Dear Mike: 

Please accept these comments on Draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Permit No. GA 003620 ("Draft Permit") for Rayoriier Jesup Mill in the 
Altamaha Riverbasin. ARK is a non-profit environmental organization that was founded 

. to protect and restore the habitat, water quality, and flow of the Altamaha River from its 
headwaters in the Piedmont to its terminus at the Atlantic Ocean near Darien. ARK's 
members live, work, and recreate in the Oconee, Ocmulgee, and Ohoopee riverbasins and 
their feeder streams that make up the Altamaha River watershed. We appreciate the 
opportunity to submit these comments. . 

It is our understanding that the Environmental Protection Division (EPD) is 
accepting comments on the Rayonier's Draft Permit through the public hearing scheduled 
for February 13,2001.· We have previously submitted comments on this proposed permit 
and hereby incorporate such comments, those comments submitted by others during this 
process and specifically comments submitted by the United States Fish and Wildlife 
SerVice and the Institute ofEcology at the University of Georgia. 

We have reviewed the Draft Permit and are concerned that this permit will not 
adequately protect the chemical, physical and biological integrity of the receiving waters 
as required by both federal and state laws. See ~ O.C.G.A. § 12-5-20, et seq.; 33 
U.S.C. § 1251, et seq. As you know, EPD is charged with the responsibility of ensuring 
that permits issued pursuant to the NPDES program are adequate to protect water quality. 

mailto:GACENTER@BELLSOUTH.NET


Specifically, Georgia EPD has a duty to: 

... provide enhancement of water quality and prevention of pollution; to 
protect the public health or welfare in accordance with the public interest 
for drinking water supplies, conservation of fish, wildlife and other 
beneficial aquatic life, and agricultural, industrial, recreational, and other 
reasonable and necessary uses and to maintain and improve the biological 
integrity of the waters of the State. . 

Ga. Admin. R. & Regs. 391-3-6-.03(a). Moreover, "existing in stream water uses and the 
level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses shall be maintained and 
protected." Ga. Admin. R. & Regs. 391-3-6-.03(b). EPD also has a duty to ensure that 
"[a]ll waters shall be free from toxic, corrosive, acidic and caustic substances discharged 
from municipalities, industries or other sources, such as non-point sources, in amounts, . 
concentrations or combinations which are harmful to humans, animals or aquatic life." 
Ga. Admin. R. & Regs. 391-3-6-.03(5). Finally, pursuant to § 303(c) of the CWA, 
standards adopted by EPD "shall'be such as to protect the public health or welfare, 
enhance the quality ofwater and serve the purposes of this chapter." 33 U~S.c. § 
13l3(c)(2)(a). As currently Written, the Draft Permit fails to meet these standards. 
Specifically, please accept the following comments: 

'. 

1. 	 The Permit as Proposed Fails to Comply with State Law with Respect to Color 
and Turbidity . 

The permit as propos'ed does not comply with legal requirements with respect to . 
color and turbidity. It is our understanding that both the permittee and regulatory agency 
have adopted a position that neither color nor turbidity limits must be included in the 
permit. This position, however, is based on an erroneous interpretation of the applicable 
statutory and regulatory provisions governing NPDES permit issuance. Specifically, 40 
C.F.R. § 122.44 (incorporated into State law byDNR Rules 391-3-6-.03(2)(b) and 391-3:
6-.06(8)(c» states that 

each NPDES permit shall include conditions 
meeting the following requirements when 
applicable ... 

(d) Water Quality Standards and State 
Requirements: any requirements ... necessary to: 

(1) Achieve water quality standards 
established under Section 303 of the CWA, 
including state narrative criteria for 
water quality. 

Id. (emphasis added)~ The Permit fails to incorporate requirements to ensure uses of state 
waters consistent with current uses and to maiQ.tain req~ired water quality standards. 
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Specifically, Georgia's Rules and Regulations for Water Quality Control ("Georgia 
Rule") specifically provide that "[a]ll waters shall be free from material related to ... 
industrial ... discharges which produce turbidity, color, odor or other objectionable 
conditions which interfere with legitimate water uses." Georgia Rule, 391-J-6.03(5)(c). 
Moreover, the turbidity standard provides that "[a]ll waters shall be free from turbidity 
which results in a substantial visual contrast in a water body due to a man-made activity." 
Id. at (5)(d). 

As you are well aware, an ecological assessment was conducted for an II-mile 
segment of the Altamaha River presumably to support the permit conditions contained in 
the Draft Permit. See Water Quality Survey and Stream Bioassessment for Rayonier's 
Jesup, Georgia Mill (the "Rayonier Study"). Ironically, the results of this study support 
our'conclusion that the draft permit should include limitations for both color and 
turbidity. Specifically, the Study clearly indicates that the Rayonier discharge has 
impacted the receiving water with respect to color. The Study indicates that both 
turbidity and color were moderately high and showed distinct upstream to downstream 
trends; similarly Secchi disk values (a measure of light penetration) decreased from 
upstream to downstream, presumably as a result of the Rayonier discharge. In addition, 
Rayonier's own monitoring reports indicate a very high level ofco lor discharge a level 
considered high even for the paper and pulp mill industry. 

Moreover, other evidence clearly indicates that color is impacting the integrity of 
the river and legitimate uses thereof. For example, photographs and personal accounts 
both indicate that the color is visible several miles downstream from the Rayonier 
discharge. In fact, the public file for Rayonier contains photographs that demonstrate a 
clear color impact on the river. The file also contains numerous complaints from citizens 
regarding this impact. In addition, please see the attached memorandum from Deborah 
Sheppard that indicates widespread concern in the community regarding the impact of 
Rayonier's discharge with respect to color and other materials discharged from the 
facility. See Memorandum from Deborah Sheppard to Georgia EPD, Water Protection 
Branch, Febrmiry 12,2001 (attached). In her capacity as the Executive Director of the 
Altamaha Riverkeeper, Ms. Sheppard has.received numerous comments that Rayonier's 
discharge is visible well below the discharge point and that the existence of the color is 
interfering with the commuriity's use and enjoyment of the river. 

Sampling results also support the conclusion that color.is interfering with 
legitimate uses of the river. See Analysis ofthe Proposed Rayonier Paper Mill NPDES 
Permit Prepared by Redwing Environmental Inc. (hereinafter "REI Report';). The REI 
Report found a 350% change from samples taken upstream and samples taken near 
Outfall 2. The REI Report also contains photographic evidence supporting the color 
differential caused by the Rayonier discharge. 

In its Response to comments submitted by the Georgia Center for Law in the 
Public Interest in October, 2000, Rayonier disputes that it is required to address the color 
impact on the receiving waters. Rayonier erroneously concludes that a "legitimate water' 
use" is the same as a water's "designated use." Under Georgia's water quality 
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regulations, legitimate uses include "drinking water supplies, conservation, protection, 

propagation of fish, shellfish, wildlife and other beneficial aquatic life, agricultural, 

industrial, [and] recreational[.]" Georgia Rule, 391-3-6.03(3)(g). 


While Georgia's Rules do not provide a numeric standard for color, a standard 
nevertheless exists prohibiting interference with legitimate water uses. And it cannot be 
disputed that Rayonier's discharge is interfering with such uses. EPD does not have 
discretion under these circumstances to ignore the impacts of Rayonier' s color discharge 
on the receiving waters. The permit as written does not comply with this standard. As a 
matter of law, "[t]he failure of an agency to comply with its own regulations constitutes 
arbitrary and capricious conduct." Simmons v. Block, 782 F.2d 1545, 1550 (11th Cir. 
1986). Where an agency fails to act in accordance with its own regulations, such actions 
are "not in accordance with the law." Raymond Proffit Foundation v. U.S.E.P.A., 930 F. 
Supp. 1088, 1104 (E.D. Pa. 1996). As the Supreme Court has explained, agency action is 
arbitrary and capricious where the agency fails to "articulate a satisfactory explanation 
for its action including a "rational connection between the facts found and the choice 
made,'" Motor Vehicle Manuf. Ass'n v. State Farm Mutual Automobile Ins., 463 U.S. 
29,43 (1983), or where 

the agency has ... entirely failed to consider an important aspect of the 
problem, offered an explanation for its decision that runs counter to the 
evidence before the agency, or is so implausible that it could not be 
ascribed to a difference in view or the product of agency expertise. 

Id.; See also. Citizens to Preserve Overton Park, Inc. v.Volpe, 401 U.S. 402 (971); 
. Sierra Pacific Industries v. Lyng, 866 F.2d 1099 (9th Cir: 1989). 

In addition to the specific regulations concerning color, the Clean Water Act 
clearly provides that the biological integrity of the receiving waters be protected. See ~ 
O.C.G.A. § 12-5-20, ~.; 33 U.S.C. § 1251, et seq. However, in determining whether 
to provide protective limits for color, there is no evidence that the biological impacts of 
color have ever been considered. Moreover, ample studies and other scientific materials 
exist supporting the conclusion that color can have adverse impacts on fish and other 
aquatic life. 

We strongly recommend that EPD require that the biological impacts of color be 
evaluated. Moreover, given the clear evidence that color and turbidity are negatively 
impacting legitimate water uses, the permit must be modified to include a specific 
reasonable standard 'for both color and turbidity. Of course, we recognize EPD's 
concern regarding the identification ofan appropriate color limit. As s4ch, we ar:e more 
than willing to assist EPD to identify individuals in other states who may be able to offer 
their technical expertise in order to calculate the appropriate limit to protect the Altarnaha 
River or assist in any other respect necessary to protect the Altamaha from Rayonier's 
discharge. This is of great concern to the Altamaha Riverkeeper and its members whose 
use of the river has been negatively impacted by Rayonier's discharge and we strongly 
urge EPD to adopt a reasonable yet specific color standard for the Rayonier permit. 
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II. The Permit Fails to Include Adequate Limitations for Dioxin 

Also alarming is the failure of the Draft Permit to adequately consider the harmful 
impact of dioxin. It is well established that dioxin is one of the most toxic substances 
known to humans~ Nevertheless, despite the clear threats posed by this dangerous 
chemical, the permit fails to protect public health and the environment. Accordingly, the 
permit should be modified as follows: 

• 	 As written, the permit limitation for dioxin is based on the average flow of the 
receiving water. As I am sure that you are well aware, most effluent limitations 
are based on the 7QlO flow. By basing the limitation on average flow, water 
quality standards for dioxin are likely to be exceeded during low flow events. 
This concern is particularly timely given that Georgia is experiencing a severe 
drought and it is likely that water quality standards are exceeded during extremely 
low flows. As such, we recommend that the permit limitations be based on the 
7Q 10 for all effluent standards. 

• . 	 The Dioxin test procedures for the Rayonier permit only test for one isomer of 
dioxin. Further, that isomer is only tested for in fish fillets. It is important to note 
that dioxin is not normally equally disturbed throughout an organism and may be 
concentrated in internal process organs such as the liver. There are 17 dioxin 
congeners and Rayonier tests for only the most common congener ((2,3,7,8
TCDD). A more adequate assessment woilldtest for all 17 congeners and then 
convert to a total value based on the US EPA's conversion methodology~ We 
recommend "Total Quantity" testing for the 17 congeners using whole fish 
specimens collected· immediately downstream of all three outfalls. See REI 
Report. 

• 	 Other NPDES permits in Georgia require paper mills to monitor for Adsorbable 
Organic Halogens (AOX). AOX is a measure of a complex suite of halogenated 
compounds that are common in bleach kraft mill discharges including chlorides, 
bromides, and iodides. These compounds are bioaccumulators, though not 
necessarilybiomagnifyers such as Dioxin. Combining AOX analysis with the 
results of the Dioxin tests will give a much better picture of Rayonier' s effect on . 

.. the Altamaha River. See REIReport. 

• 	. Dioxin has recently been declared a known human carcinogen. Many of the 
cancers caused by dioxin have long latency periods. As such, the permittee 
should be required to maintain all records pertaining to dioxin for a minimum of 
50 years. 

• 	 Section III.e. states that the permittee may not discharge toxic pollutants in 
concentrations that are harmful to humans. However, according to recent EPA 
dioxin reassessment, all levels of discharge ofdioxin are harmful to humans .. 
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.' Dioxin testing should be required at a World Health Organization health lab 
because of the ubiquitness nature and low level of concerns of dioxin. Any lab 
other than a WHO certified lab will not be able to produce scientifically
defensible results. As testing is only required once per quarter, this requirement 
will place no appreciable burden on the permittee. 

III. 	 The Effluent Limitations Fail to Include Limits and/or Monitoring Requirements 
for Temperature 

The Draft permit also fails to adequately protect water quality with respect to 
temperature in violation of 40 C.F.R. § 122.44. Water temperature is one of the most 
significant environmental factors mediating aquatic productivity. As discussed by 
Delbert B. Hicks, an expert on the impacts of thermal discharges on aquatic life:. 

[temperature] affects virtually all metabolic processes of plant and animals, 
stimulates and control reproductive strategies, affects the solubility and diffusion 
of gases like dissolved oxygen, affects distribution patterns of plants and animals, 
and in excess cause~ lethal effects in aquatic animals and plants .. Water 
temperatures in the aquatic environment can naturally vary due to effects of solar 
radiation and air temperature. Water temperature changes due to thermal 
discharges, however, are more sustained and dramatic in effect. 

Delbert B. Hicks, Assessment ofthe Biological Effects ofWaste Heat Discharged from 
Plant Branch, 3, December 1997. In fact, high thermal loading can result in 
objectionable pollution conditions such as fish kills and algae growth. For instance, 
temperature levels as low as 93° can be lethal for a number of species of fish. Id. In fact, . 
other waterbodies in Georgia have already been severely impacted by thermal discharges; 
for instance, Lake Sinclair has experienced massive fish kills and the infestation of a 
nuisance algae, Lyngbya wollei. See Professor Lawrence A. Dyck; Lyngbya Infestations 
in the Beaverdam Creek Region and Lake Sinclair, Ga., and the Relationship Between 
Lyngbya Infestations and Discharges of Heated Wastewater from Plant Branch; "Fish
Kill- Investigation Report," Fisheries Management Section, Georgia Departmentof 
Natural Resources, August 3, 1993. 

Species in the Altamaha River are particularly sensitive to changes in 
temperature~ For instance, sturgeon migrate upstream to spawn and may be sensitive to 
increased temperature. Sturgeon require temperatures less than 29 Degrees Celsius ("C") 
or 85 Degrees Fahrenheit ("F"). However, according to information submitted by the 
permittee, the long-term average for summer temperatures was about30° C (87 ° F) with 
maximum running as high as 35° (95° F). Despite the impact that ,even small changes in 
temperature can have on the integrity of the receiving waters, the Draft Permit does.not 
adequately provide for monitoring of this param~ter. We recommend that temperature be 
monitored upstream and downstream of the effluent to be submitted in monthly 
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Discharge Monitoring Reports. The water quality standards with respect to temperature 

should also be specifically incorporated into the permit. I . 


IV. 	 The Effluent Limitations Fail to Include Limits and/or Monitoring Requirements 

for Dissolved Oxygen 


According to monitoring conducted by the permittee, dissolved oxygen ("DO") 
. levels were above state standards, but were depressed at the stations nearest the outfalls; a 
DO concentration of 5.05 mgIL (barely above the state limit of 5.0 mgIL) was measured 
just downstream of the outfall during the August 1999 sampling. This result raises the 
concern that dissolved oxygen could be reduced even further during extreme low flows, 
resulting in increased stress to aquatic organisms. Nevertheless, the permit does not even 
include monitoring requirements or. standards for DO. Monitoring requirements and 
effluent limitations should be placed in the permit. 

V. 	 Limitations on BOD and TSS 

The draft NPDES permit similar to the current NPDES permit proposes seasonal 
limitations for BODs and TSS. The daily average mass limitation for BODs for the. 
period December '1 to April 30 is 32,000 lbs/day. At an average flow of61.58 MGD for 
bothoutfalls combined (based on Rayonier's NPDES permit application), the mass limit 
translates to a concentration value of 62.31 mgIL. This is more than two times the typical 
monthly average limitation of 30 mgIL. . 

VI. 	 Sampling location and Combined Outfalls 

The draft NPDES permit does not specify a precise sampling location for each 
outfall. Moreover, as written,. the permit limitations provide single effluent limitations 
for two outfalls and, according to the United States Geologicai Survey Map, the two 
outfalls appear to be a mile apart on the Altamaha River. There is no justification for . 
combining the effluent ofOutfalis 1 and 2 for analysis. Depending on the particular 
volume and constituents of each outfall, this methodology could lead to a drastic dilution 
of a single outfall that in actualitY could be discharging contaminants at levels that are 
harmful to the aquatic life of the Altamaha River ..See REI Report. We strongly 
recommend individual analysis of each outfall and separate NPDES permit limitations for 
each outfall. . 

I Georgia's water quality standards provide for a maximum of90'" and/or rise of 5'" above ambient 
temperature. Georgia Rule, 391-3-6-.03 (6)(v). Failure to comply with water quality standards with 
respect to temperature or temperature conditions below 90° can also lead to a violation of the prohibition 
against discharges that, among other things, create objectionable conditions or interfere with legitimate 
water uses. Id. at (5). 
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VII. 	 Limitations on Other Toxic Chemicals 

The Clean Water Act and the Georgia Water Quality Control Act prohibit the 
point source discharge of any pollutant into the State waters without a permit. 33 U.S.C. 
§ 1311; O.C.G.A. § 12-S.,30.Moreover, 40 CFR 122.44 and Chapter 3 of the USEPA's 
Technical Support Document for Water-quality Based Toxics Control (EPAJSOSI2-90
001) (guidance document) describe a five step process for determining the need for 
permit limits and conducting a "reasonable potential" analysis using effluent monitoring 
data. However, there is no indication from the documents available for public review 
that any such analysis has occurred. And this is despite the fact that Rayonier, by their 
own admission, discharge many pollutants that do not contain any limitations.· According 
to Rayonier's permit application, the following parameters are declared to be presentin 
Rayonier's effluent: ammonia, zinc, phenols, fluorides, COD, temperature, dissolved. 
oxygen, toxicity testing, color, fecal coliform and chlorine. The following other 
parameters are also listed as being present in the effluent: methanol, formaldehyde, 
acetaldehyde, carbon disulfide, cresol, methylmercaptan, acetone, methyl ethyl ketone, 
asbestos, vanadium, zirconium, strontium. Failure to include limitations is most \ 
disturbing considering that sampling results conducted in the area reveal that some of 
these pollutants are present such as Barium, Manganese, and Vanadium.2 See REI 
Report. Nevertheless, the draft NPDES permit does not set effluent discharge limitations 
for the following parameters. 

VIII. 	 The Effluent Limitations Fail to Include Limits and/or Monitoring Requirements 
for Chlorides . 

Other effluent concerns raised are significant increases in chlorides. Rayonier 
uses Chlorides - binary compounds of chlorine - in extensive amounts of chlorine in 
their bleach process. Chlorine is a very reactive element that can form chlorides (salts) 
when mixed with any reactive metal elements. Moreover, sampling results reveal 
Chloride levels at Outfall 2 .that are three times the level at of the background sample 
point. This is an indicator that Chlorine and reactive metals are in solution together prior· 
to the discharge, perhaps in the unlined basins. See REIReport.· 

IX. 	 The permit should contain concentration limits in addition to the mass limitations 

As written, the permit contains for the mass limitations for BODs and TSS but 
fails to contain concentration limitations. When mass limitations are provided, there is 
usually an associated flow limit as well in order to include a reasonable· concentration 
limit. This is intended to preclude a permittee from discharging a low flow and high 
conceritration waste. If there are no concentration or flow limits, the permittee may be in 
compliance with the mass limits but still cause harm to the environment through its high 

21t is our understanding that aluminum may also be present in proximity to Rayonier's discharge. We 
recommend further investigation is needed in order to determine whether limits are needed in the permit 
with respect to this pollutant. 
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concentration discharge. Therefore, the pennit should contain mass limits that have an 
associated flow limit as welL See REI Report. . 

X. 	 The Effluent Limitations Fail to Include Limits and Monitoring Requirements for 
Chlorine 

Chorine is the elemental chemical used in the bleach process at Rayonier. 
Nevertheless, no monitoring or limitation requirements exist for chlorine/chlorides at 
Outfalls I and 2. Sampling results demonstrate conclusively that chlorine/chlorides are 
being discharged at Outfall 2. It is unacceptable to issue an NPDES permit with no 

. monitoring and limitations for chlorine/chlorides unless Rayonier can demonstrate . 
complete recapture/recycling of these elements in theirproduction and treatment 
processes. See REI Report. 

XI. 	 There is an Unknown Outfall that May be Discharging Pollutants without a 

Pennie 


The Clean Water Act does not allow the discharge of pollutants without a permit. 
Nevertheless, our investigation reveals that there is a third outfall that is discharging into 
the Altamaha River. This discharge was not shown on a:ny of the flow process diagrams 
reviewed for the Rayonier plant. We are concerned about the lack of information 
regarding this discharge and its effluent contents. We strongly recommend additional 
investigations into the origin and content of this discharge. See REI Report. 

XII. 	 There Has Been Inadequate Investigation into the Water Quality Impacts of the 

Unlined Treatment Ponds 


Of great concern is the fact that the containment ponds at the Rayonier plant are 
unlined and are immediately adjacent to the Altamaha River. These ponds are in direct 
contact with the ground water table and thus, the river itself. We recommend that 
Rayonier include additional sample collection and monitoring along the ponds (including 
dye leachate testS) to determine the contents and rate ofdischarge of the ponds into local 
groundwater and the Altamaha River. These ponds may be sources of pollutant levels 
that are higher than the discharge Outfalls .. See REI Report. We recommend that EPD 
require monitoring wells to assess whether these ponds are impacting theAitamaha River 
or adjacent groundwater and whether corrective action is necessary. 

XIII. 	 Source Reduction 

Many paper mills are able to substitute chlorine dioxide for elemental. chlorine in 
the bleach process and thus can significantly reduce dioxin and other chlorine related 
effluent levels. We are curious what measures have been implemented at the Rayonier 
Mill to source reduce pollutant levels by adopting the Best Available Technology for .. 	 . 

Kraft production mills. Source reduction is the best method for reducing and eliminating 

J We have been told that this pipe is actually the discharge pipe for the City of Jesup. However, we have 
included this comment until such time that we can confirm this information. 
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discharges of pollutants that are harmful to the aquatic environment. A costlbenefit 
analysis may demonstrate that source reduction is more cost effective than rigorous 
monitoring and testing for an extended period of years. See REI Report. 

XIV. 	 The Effluent Limitations Fail to Include Limits and/or Monitoring Requirements 
for Sulfates 

In addition to the pollutants listed above, application materials submitted by 
Rayonier indicate that the plant is discharging high levels of sulfates. For instance, for 
Outfall 1, the sulfate concentration is 700 mg/I. Given that sulfates are discharged at 
fairly high concentrations from Rayonier's waste ponds, the Study failed to address the 
impact of this 'pollutant on the River. Moreover, the permit fails to contain any 
conditions with respect to this pollutant. The permit should be modified to address the 
impact that sulf~tes may have on the receiving waters. 

XV. 	 Toxicity Testing. 

The draft NPDES permit does not include a requirement for an annual 129 
priority pollutant scan. See REI Report. 

XVI. 	 0 & M Manual 

There is no requirement in the draft NPDES permit for an approved operations & 
maintenance (O&M) manual at the facility. 

XVII. 	 Certified Operator 

There is no requirement in the draft NPDES permit for a certified operator at the 
facility. 

XVIII. Limitations on BOD and TSS 

The Process Flow Diagram (PFD) of the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) 
included in the NPDES permit application is very confusing since it does not have an 
explanation of the liquid and solid waste streams and the numerous abbreviations that are' 
used throughout. Accurate PFDs should be requested for both the WWTP and the 
manufacturing processes. 

XIX. 	 The Permit Fails to Protect Water Quality from Stormwater Discharges 

The permit discusses the discharge of "storm water runoff." We have inquired 
about Rayonier ITT with EPD's Stormwater Division. Based on the information that we 
obtained, Rayonier does not appear to have a permit to discharge stormwater. Instead, it 
appears that such a discharge is allowed through this proposed permit. As an initial 
matter; the Draft Permit contains no discussion of the methods to prevent unlawful 
discharges of storm water. As you may know, underGeorgia's General Permit governing 
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industrial activity, each industrial user must develop a Stonn Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (Plan) which must be prepared "according with good engineering practices and 
certified by an individual with the education, experience and accountability necessary for . 
its implementation." See General Pennit for Stonnwater Discharges ~ssociated with 
Industrial Activity. Contents of the Plan are detailed and include: identification of 
specific individuals that are responsible for developing the plan, description of the 
potential pollutant sources, drainage maps, inventory of exposed materials, a list of 
. significant spills and leaks that occurred in areas exposed to precipitation, sampling data, 

risk identification, measures and control including good housekeeping, preventative 

maintenance, spill prevention and response procedure~, inspections, etc. Id. We 


. recommend that Rayonier be required to prepare and implement a comprehensive plan to 
prevent stonn water runoffthat is subject to public review. 

XX. 	 Limitations on COD 

The COD to BODs ratio in the influent is inthe range of 5.3 to 5.9. A ratio higher 
than 3 is indicative of refractory (or harder to degrade organics)in the wastewater. It 
appears therefore that a COD limitation should also be established to reduce pollutant 
loadings to Altamaha. 

XXI. 	 Additional Infonnation Should Be Provided to the Public in Order to Comply 

with the Public Participation Req:uirements of the Clean Water Act 


I 

In order to be valid, an NPDES pennit must be issued in compliance with the 
applicable statutory and regulatory requirements of the Clean Water Act. 4.0 C.F.R. 
§ 122.4. A fundamental requirement, applicable to the states pursuant to federal and state 
law, see 4.0 C.F.R. § 123.25; Georgia Rules and Regulations for Water Quality Control, 
391-3-6-. .06 (7)(b) (Georgia Rule), is that of meaningful public participation in the 
pennitting process. As stated by the D.C. Circuit: 

The requirement of public participation in efforts to control water pollution is 
established in the congressional declaration of policy and goals of the Act: 

Public participation in the development, revision, and enforcement of any 
regulation, standard, effluent limitation, plan, or program established by 
the Administrator or any State under this chapter shall be provided for, 
encouraged, and assisted by the Administrator and the States. . .. 

. . . The legislative history of the Act repeatedly echoed the desire "that its 
provisions be administered and enforced in a fishbowl-like atmosphere." 

Natural Resources Defense Council v. Environmental Protection Agency, 859 F.2d 156, 
175 (D.C.Cir.1988}(quoting 33 U.S.C. § 1251(e) (1982)). In fulfilling the 
Congressional mandate that decision-making in the context of the Clean Water Act 
include meaningful public participation, EPD must comply with specific procedural 
requirements prior to issuance of an NPDES pennit. For instance, EPD must provide 
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public notice of every complete pennit application, arid must also prepare and circulate 
that notice in accordance with specific procedures delineated in state regulations. 
Georgia Rule, 391-3-6-.06(7). 

After a review of the Draft Pennit and accompanying infonnation, many 
questions remain that preclude the public from engaging in a meaningful evaluation of 
the pennit conditions. Specifically, it is unclear:' . 

• 	 As to the location of the sludge disposal and the precise monitoring and 
reporting requirements which would apply . 

• 	 Whether Fonn R should under the EPCRA been reviewed to evaluate what 
chemicals exceed the SARA Title 313 thresholds? 

• 	 Whether there has been s:ufficient evaluation of the applicability of Best 
Available Technology (BAT) and the Best Practicable Technology (BPT) 
provided in 40 CFR Part 430. 

• 	 Whether Rayonier has evaluated alternate technologies to eliminate Dioxin. 

• 	 Whether Rayonier has evaluated water recycling/reuse to reduce the volume 
.of effluent discharge. 

• 	 Whether the type of reliability requirements have been built into the design of 
the Wastewater treatment facility as required under Part II.A.3. of the NPDES 
pennit. For instance, can the facility operate for instance with the single 
largest unit out of service for any piece of equipment? Are either dual power 
sources or backup power available? 

• 	 Whether the facility has a spill prevention control and countenneasures 
(SPCC) plan particularly in light of the sewage and acid spills? 

• 	 Upon what basis the production data is based. Specifically, the rationale 
contained in the pennit application assumes that of the total production of 
1712 net dry tons/day 36% is dissolving pulp and 64% is bleached kraft 
production. The NPDES pennit application does not contain this infonnation ... 

• 	 Whether the pennittee certified that they do not use chlorophenolic-containing 
biocides to Georgia EPD? If not, 430.14 limitations for pentachlorophenol 
and trichlorophenol could apply as well for dissolving pulp manufacture. 

• 	 Whether effluent limitations contained in Part 430.22 (a) have been applied 
for market pulp. However, if Rayonier has either Wet Barking Operations; 
Log Washing or Chip Washing Operations; Log Flumes or Log Ponds, more 
stringent limitations specified in 430.22(b) (c) or (d) can apply. The Rationale 
sheet does not present any infonnatiori on this. 
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• 	 Whether market pulp the only product man~factured? 

• 	 Whether 430.24(a)(I) and/or 430.24(a)(2) applicable and if not, why. 

XXII. 	 Additional Information Is Needed to Adequately Determine Necessary Permit 
Conditions to Protect Water Quality . 

The Ecological Assessment is Flawed 

An ecological assessment was conducted for an II-mile segment of the Altamaha 
River presumably to support the permit conditions contained in the Draft Permit. See 
Rayonier Study. This Study, however, fails to provide sufficient information on which 
permitting decisions adequate to protect water quality can be made. The study fails to 
provide adequate information as follows: 

• 	 The water quality survey and stream bioassessmeIit are based on 
macro invertebrate, periphyton, and water quality sampling conducted on two 
days: October 29, 1998 and August 4, 1999. Both of these sampling events were 
conducted under low flow conditions on the river. Sampling on each day was 
conducted at six stations, two upstream and four downstream of the Rayonier 
outfall locations; no sampling was conducted in the fiver segment between the 
two outfalls. A very limited number of samples (benthic invertebrates, periphyton 
on submerged logs, water samples) were collected at each station. There is also 
some. indication that some of the sampling locations were on the opposite side of 
the river from Rayonier's discharge. This very limited amount of sampling and 
the subsequent use of rapid bioassessment procedures (discussed below) provides 
little more than a brief snapshot of conditions in the river on two days and little 
basis for determining the health of the aquatic ecosystem. 

• 	 The reasoning and procedures for selecting sampling station locations are not 
made clear in the report. There is no reason given for excluding the river segment . 
between the two outfalls, nor for the choice of the upstream reference site (just 
downstream of the mouth of Goose Creek). 

• 	 The study makes use of three kinds ofmetrics for assessing water quality· and 
biological health of the river: state water quality standards as benchmarks for 
water quality measurements, a modified version of the draft Georgia 
Bioassessment Protocol for invertebrates and riparian habitat, and a draft version 
of EPA's rapid bioassessment protocol for periphyton. The use of unofficial draft 
versions of the Georgia and EPA assessment tools and subsequent modifications 
to at least one of these procedures by the investigators puts the conclusions on 
shaky ground from the start. It is not clear whether these documents (and 
especially modifications to them) have been peer reviewed, nor whether they have 
been thoroughly tested for use in a large alluvial coastal plain river likethe 
Altamaha. For example, the invertebrate and periphyton metrics appear to be 
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strongly influenced by samples with low numbers of taxa present, yet low 
invertebrate species richness (especially for benthic organisms) is characteristic of 
large alluvial rivers. The study did not include any fish sampling or fish-based 
assessment methods such as the widely used Indicator ofBiotic Integrity (I,BI). 

• 	 None of the bioassessment metrics employed in the study seemed particularly 
sensitive to observed trends in the sampling data. The ·1998 sample data .showed 
· consistent trends of decreasing quality from upstream to downstream stations in 
most of the invertebrate and periphyton metrics, yet this information is reduced in 
the end to qualitative scores of "good" or "very good" for each station. The high 
· overall scores received is an indication that there were no severe water quality 
problems at the time of the sampling, but nevertheless, the raw data indicate that 
the discharge may be having some effect on the aquatic community and this 
information is lost in the use of the metrics. Some metrics in the invertebrate and 

· periphyton methods were not scored because no scoring system had yet been' 
proposed in the draft versions ofthese protocols used by the investigators. No 
significant trends were observed in the 1999 raw data, and qualitative scores were 
again rated as "good" or "very good;" in several cases, downstream stations 
scored higher than the upstream "reference" station. The riparian habitat metrics 
employed in the assessment appear irrelevant to the study objectives as they 
would not likely be affected by Rayonier's discharge. 

Sampling Results and Other Materials Indicate that Additional Study is Needed 

As discussed above, many questions remain regarding the impact of Rayonier's 
discharge on the receiving waters. Based on both sampling results and information 
contained in Rayonier's permit application, it is unclear whether pollutants are being 
discharged in harmful quantities (e.g. manganese, vanadium, etc.). Moreover, other 
conditions of the Rayonier plant may be impacting water quality (e:g. unlined treatment 
ponds, failure to prepare a stormwater pollution prevention plan). We strongly 
recommend that EPD conduct further study to ensure that the discharge is not harming 
aquatic life in the Altamaha River. 

. XXIII. Conclusion 

As discussed above, after a careful review of the proposed permit, we have grave 
concerns that Rayonier is having an deleterious impact on the Altamaha River. 
Rayonier's discharge is one of the largest discharges in the state yet the permit contains 
few limitations and few monitoring require,rnents. We recommend that EPD thoroughly 
evaluate and study the impact that Rayonier's discharge and carefully consider the 
information already provided and modify the permit accordingly. 

Please describe, consider and respond to each comment in accordance with 40 
C.F.R. § l24.l7(a). See also Georgia Rule 391-3-6-.06(7)(b)(I)(iv); In re The 
Conservation Society. Inc. and Terrence D. Hughey, DNR-EPD-WQ-AH 5-92, 9-10 (Ga. 
Bd. ofNat. Resources, Sept. 24, 1993) (emphasis added) (requiring that EPD "prepare 
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and present a public response to all submitted comments at or before the time one issues 
a permit." Id. at 9-10 (emphasis added). Failure to respond to comments in accordance 
with Section 124.17 is both a violation of federal law and Georgia state law. Id. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. Should you have any additional 
questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at (404) 659-3122 .. 

stine Thompson 
Executive Director 

Enclosures 
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ANALYSIS 
OF THE 

PROPOSED RA YONIER PAPER MILL 

NPDES PERMIT 


JESUP, GEORGIA 


Background 


The Rayonier Mill is a Bleached Kraft Mill producing predominantly fluff and specialty 
grade papers. The plant is lo.cated adjacent to the Altamaha River in Jesup, Wayne . 
County, Georgia. The State of Georgia NPDES permit (GA0003620) for the plant is now 
being ie-issued. The current permit has effluent standards for Biological Oxygen . 
Demand (BOD5, measured daily), Total Suspended Solids (TSS, measured daily), color 
(measured weekly), Dioxin 2,3,7,8-TCDD (measured quarterly), pH (measured daily) and 
Berylium (measured monthly). The pollutants are sampled at two discharge locations 
prior to mixing with receiving waters and are combined to compose a single sample for 
analysis procedures. 

In the 1998 USEPA Envirofacts database for Rayonier, the facility also releases other 
pollutants to "surface waters" in addition to those listed in the NPDES permit. These 
pollutants include: Acetaldehyde (1,900 lbs/Yr); Ammonia (5,000 lbs/yr); Barium 
compounds (33,000 lbs/yr); Catechol (2,100 lbs/yr); Chloroform (80 lbs/yr); Mixed 
Isomer Cresol (380 lbs/yr); Formaldehyde (440 lbs/yr); Mangan~se compounds (93,000 
lbs/yr); Methyl Ethyl Ketone (1,600 Ib~/yr); Phenol (460 lbslyr); Zinc compounds (6,700 
lbs/yr). 

in the NPDES permit fact sheets prepared by Rayonier, there are other effluent 
components listed in the discharge in addition to those effluents in the current NPDES 
permit. These effluents include fecal coliform, vanadium, ammonia, zinc, phenols, 
fluorides and chlorine. '. 

Redwing Environmental Inc. (REI) was retained to perform sampling on the Altamaha 
River and to evaluate the proposed Rayonier Paper Mill NPDES permit to help determine 
if the mill and NPDES permit will adequately protect the water quality and biological 
integrity of the Altamaha River. 

Methods· 

Based upon our review of the information provided and available funds, we 
recommended sampling for various components. Advanced Chemistry Labs (ACL - an 
EPA approved lab) performed analyses for Arsenic, Barium, Beryllium, Cadmium, 
Chromium, Lead, Manganese, Mercury, Selenium, Silver, Vanadium, Zinc, Methyl Ethyl 
Ketone and Color. Redwing Environmental Inc. (REI) provided additional analyses for 
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Turbidity, Ammonia':'Nitrogen, Nitrates, Chlorides, Sulfides, Copper and Phosphate using 
an EPA approved turbidity meter and LaMotte field test kits. 

Prior to sampling, pre-prepared sample bottles were picked up from ACL in Atlanta, 
Georgia. The bottles were kept refrigerated and transported to the sampling site in an ice 
cooler to preserve the integrity of the bottle preservative contents. Water samples were 
collected as grab samples at approximately one foot below surface. At each location, the 
sample handler, wearing disposable vinyl gloves, oriented the bottle upstream away from 
the hand while filling the bottle .. An A-bottle (non-preserved I-liter plastic bottle) W(l,S" 

filled to the surface. The A-bottle was then used to fill the other lab bottles. Once filled, 
the prepared bottles were then capped and labeled with location, time, date and initials of 
sampler. Each prepared bottle was then placed in a Ziploc bag to prevent any cross 
contamination between samples.· The A-bottle was then thoroughly rinsed and filled to 
the top for REI analysis purposes. All samples were then stored in an ice cooler and 
transported tQ ACL and REI locations for analysis. Samples were maintained under full 
chain-of-custody procedures at all times. 

The site visit and sample collection occurred on December 20, 2000. Samples were 
collected immediately above the Rayonier Rail Line across the Altamaha River 
(Background), at the discharge of Rayonier Outfall 2, and 300 hundred yards downstream 
ofOutfall 2. 

Results 
/ 

The ACL lab results are shown in Table 1 and actual lab reports are enclosed in 
Attachment A. Table 2 shows the analysis performed by REI. 
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TABLE 1 
ACL ANALYSIS RESULTS 

Sample 10: B.G. Background 
ACl Sample No: 163601 

Date Sampled: 12-20-00 

Matrix: Water 

Det. Date of 
Anal~sis (Method} Result limit' Units Anal~sjs Anal~st 

Methyl ethyl Ketone (EPA 8260B) BOL 20 Ilglliter 12-23-00 TL 
Arsenic (EPA 6010B) , BOL 0.030 mgJIiter 12-28-00 CP 
Barium (EPA 6010B) 0.038 0.010 mglliter 12-28-00 CP 
Beryllium (EPA 60108) 8DL 0.004 mglliter 12-28-00 CP 
Cadmium (EPA 60108) BDL 0.005 mg/liter 12-28~00 CP 
Chromium (EPA 60108) BOL 0.010, mglliter 12-28-00 CP 
Lead (EPA 601 OB) BOL 0.010 mglliter 12-28-00 CP 
Manganese (EPA 60108) 0.Q78 0.050 mg/liter 12-28-00 CP 
Mercury (EPA 7470A) BOL 0.0005 mg/liter 12-28-00 AO 
Selenium (EPA 60108) BOL 0.040 mglliter 12-28-00 CP 
Silver (EPA 60108) 80L 0.010 mglliter 12-28-00 CP 
Vanadium (EPA 60106) 60L 0.020 mglliter 12-28-00 CP 
Zinc (EPA 6010B) 80L 0.020 mg!lIter 12-28-00 CP 
Color (ADMI @ pH=7.6)(SM2120E) 35 5 Pt-Co 12-26-00 AS 
Color (AOMI @ orig. pH){SM2120E) 33 5 Pt·Co 12-26-00 AS 

SOL::: Below Detection Limit 



SamRle 10: Pille Qulfa!! 
ACL Sample No: 163602 

Date Sampled: 12-20-00 

Matrix: Water 

Del. Date of 
Anal~sis (Method) Result limit Units Analysis Anal:ist 

Methyl ethyl Ketone (EPA 8260B) BOL 20 IJg/liter 12-23--00 TL 
Arsenic (EPA 6010B) BOL ·0.030 mgllfter 12-28--00 CP 
Barium (EPA 6010B) 0.042 0.010 mg/liter. 12-28-00 CP 
Beryllium (EPA 6010B) BOL 0.004 mg/iiter 12-28-00 CP 
Cadmium (EPA 6010B) BOL 0.005 mg/liter 12-28-00 CP 
Chromium (EPA 601 OB) BOL 0.010 mglliter ·12-28-00 CP 
Lead (EPA 601 OB) BDL 0.010 mg/llter 12-28-00 CP 
Manganese (EPA 6010B) '0.090 0.050 mg/liter . 12-28-00 CP 
Mercury (EPA 7470A) BOL 0.0005 mglliter 12-28-00 AD 
Selenium (EPA 6010B) . BOL 0.040 mglliter 12-28--00 CP 
Silver (EPA 6010B) BOL 0.010 mg/llter 12-28-00 CP 
Vanadium (EPA 6010B) BOL 0.020 mglliter 12~28-00 CP 
Zinc (EPA 6010B) BOL 0.020 mg/liter 12-28-00 CP 
Color (ADMI @ pH=7.6)(SM2120E) 120 5 PI-Co 12-26-00 AS 
Color (AOMI @ orig. pH)(SM2120E) 120 5 PI-Co 12-26-00 AS 

SOL =Below Detection Limit 
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SamQle 10: 
ACL Sample No: 

·300Yards 

163603 

Date Sampled: 12-20-00 

Matrix: Water 

Analysis (Method} Result 
Det. 
limit Units 

Date of 
Analysis Analyst 

Methyl ethyl Ketone (EPA 8260B) BDL 20 IJglliter 12-23-00 TL 
Arsenic (EPA 6010B) BDL 0.030 mg/liter 12-28-00 .CP 
Barium (EPA 6010B) 0.052 0.010 mgmter· 12-28-00 CP 
Beryllium (EPA 6010B) BOL 0.004 mgtliter 12-28-00 CP 
Cadmium (EPA 6010B) BOL 0.005 mglliter 12-28~0 CP 
Chromium (EPA 6010B) BOL 0.010 mgtliter .12-28-00 CP 
Lead (EPA 6010B) BOL 0.010 mglliter 12-28~0 CP 
Manganese (EPA 6010B) 0.109 0.050 mglliter 12-28·00 CP 
Mercury (EPA 7470A) . BOL 0.0005 mglliter 12·28-00 AD 
Selenium (EPA 601 OB) BOL . 0.040 mgtliter 12-28-00 CP 
Silver (EPA 6010B) BOL 0.010 mglliter 12-28·00 CP 
Vanadium (EPA 6010B) 0.022 0.020 mgtliter 12-28.00 CP 
Zinc (EPA 6010B) BOL 0.020 mglliter 12·28·00 CP 
Color (AOMI @ pH=7.6)(SM2120E) 45 5 Pt-Co 12-26-00 AS 
Color (AOMI @ orig. pH)(SM2120E) . 43 5 Pt-Co 12·26-00 AS 

BDL =Below Detection Limit 



Table 2 
Redwing Environmental Analysis Results 

Parameter Background Outfall 2 300 yards downstream 

Turbidity 7.2 NTU 18.4 NTU 11.0 NTU 

Ammonia 0 0 0 
Nitrogen 

Chlorides 20 ppm 74 ppm 38 ppm 

Copper 0 0 0 

Nitrate <0.2 ppm <0.2 ppm <0.2 ppm 

Phosphate <0.2 ppm <0.2 ppm <0.2 ppm 
(total) 

Sulfide ND ND ND 

. ppm parts per million ND = not detected 



Findings 

Metals 

The ACL analysis reveals that there ar~ detectable levels of Barium, Manganese, and 
Vanadium in the vicinity of the Rayonier plant. Unfortunately, our "background" sample 
site is downstream of Outfall I and therefore, the presence of these elements cannot be 
absolutely attributable to Rayonier. These elements can originate from several sources 
including: Rayonier Outfall 1; from the leachate of the unlined Rayonier treatment ponds 
immediately adjacent to the Altamaha River; or from industrial sources upstream ofthe 
Rayonier plant. We strongly recommend thatEPD investigate the sources of these 
discharges and determine if Rayonier is the origin. We also note that our samples were 
taken from. the river itself and therefore are diluted by mixing and do not reflect the true 
levels from a discharge source that would be limited under a normal permitting process. 
The actual discharge value would be significantly higher than the levels measured after 
mixing and may be in violation of regulatory standards. . 

The analysis of color certainly shows a distinct color change from "background" and the 
discharge at Outfall 1. We chose to use the American Dye Manufacturers Institute 
(ADMI) method for color analysis. The ADMI method analyzes color without regard to 
color hue and is a widely accepted method ofcolor analysis .. The differential change was 
35 ADMI units at background, 120 ADMI units at Outfall 2, and 45 ADMI units 300 
yards doWnstream from Outfall 2. This equals a 350% change from background and 
Outfall 2. The information supplied by Rayonier shows color values as high as 1,695 
units in a combined 24 hour composite sample from Outfalls 1 and 2. The attached aerial 
photographs show a significant visual change in river color at Outfall 2. The NPDES 
permits should establish a color standard of no more than 50 ADMI unit changes from 
background. . 

Turbidity 

The laboratory analyses performed by REI also show trends and indicators that point to 
sources of turbidity pollutants from the Rayonier discharge. There is a 2.5 fold increase 
in turbidity from Background and Outfall 1. The effects of the turbidity are still 
noticeabl~ 300 yards downstream (1.5 increase from background). 

Chlorides 

Other effluent concerns raised are significant increases in chlorides. Chlorides are 
binary compounds ofchlorine. Rayonier uses extensive amounts ofchlorine in their 
.bleach process. Chlorine is a very reactive element that can form chlorides (salts) when 
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mixed with any reactive metal elements ...We are not certain oftM processes involved 
before Rayonier discharges into the Altamaha River, but we 'are concerned that the 
Chloride levels at Outfall 2 are over thfee times the level <;I.t our background sample point. 
This is an indicator that Chlorine and reactive metals are 'in solution together prior to the 
discharge, perhaps in the unlined basins. 

Other Issues of Concern 

Chlorine 

Chorine is the elemental chemical used in the bleach process at Rayonier. We find it 
appalling that no monitoring or limitation requirements exist for chlorine/chlorides at 
Outfalls 1 and 2. Our tests demonstrate conclusively that chlorine/chlorides are being 
discharged at Outfa112. It is unacceptable to issue and NPDES permit with no 
monitoring and limitations for chlorine/chlorides unless Rayonier can demonstrate 
complete recapture/recycling of these elements in their production and treatment 
processes. 

Unknown Outfall 

During our site visit, we observed an active discharge pipe outlet on the bank of the 
Altamaha River. This discharge is located within the Rayonier property between Outfalls 
1 and 2 ..This discharge was not shown on any of the flow process diagrams' we reviewed 
for the Rayonier plant. We did not have extra sample collection bottles prepared and 
therefore could not sample and analyze the discharge of this outfall. We are concerned 
about the lack of information regarding this discharge and its effluent contents. We 
strongly recommend additional investigations into the origin and content of this 
discharge. 

Unlined Treatment Ponds 

Of great concern is the fact that the containment ponds at the Rayonier plant are unlined 
and are immediately adjacent to the Altamaha River. These ponds are in direct contact 
with the ground water table and thus, the river itself. We recommend that Rayonier 
include additional sample collection and monitoring along the ponds (including dye 
leachate tests) to determine the contents and rate ofdischarge of the ponds into local 
groundwater and the Altamaha River: These ponds may be sources of pollutant levels 
that are higher than the discharge Outfalls. 
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Dioxin and AOX Testing 

The Dioxin test procedures for the Rayonier permit only test for one isomer of dioxin. 
Further, that isomer is only tested for in fish fillets. It is important to note that dioxin is 
not normally equally disturbed throughout an organism and is may be concentrated in 
iriternal process organs such as the liver. There are 17 dioxin' congeners and Rayonier 
tests for only the most common congener «2,3,7,8 -TCDD). A more adequate 
assessment would test for all 17 congeners and then convert to a total value based on the 
US EPA's conversion methodology. We recommend "Total Quantity" testing for the 17 
congeners using whole fish specimens collected immediately downstream of all three 
outfalls. 

, The current permit li'mitation for dioxin is based on the average flow of the receiving 
water while the other effluent limitations are based on the 7QlO flow. We recognize that 
dioxin limitations based upon average flow are an accepted regulatory method, however, 
the average flow method does not protect aquatic life and is even more concerning when 
considering that virtually any discharge ofdioxin is accepted as harmful. We strongly 
recommend water quality standards for dioxin based upon 7Q lOin conjunction with the 
other effluents. 

Other NPDES permits in Georgia require paper mills to monitor for Adsorbable Organic 
Halogens (AOX). AOX is a measure ofa complex suite ofhalogenated compounds that 
are common in bleach kraft mill discharges including chlorides, bromides, and iodides. 
These compounds are bioaccumulators, though not necessarily biomagnifyers such as 
Dioxin. Combining AOX analysis with the results ofthe Dioxin tests will give a much 
betterpicture ofRayonier's effect on the Altamaha River. 

'Lack of Complete Effluent Testing 

Rayonier is required to perform a 129 priority pollutant scan only every five years 

concurrent withNPDES permit renewal. Because there are so many possible pollutants 

that could be present in the outfall discharges at any given time, we believe the priority 


" pollutant scan should be performed at least annually for each disc~arge beginning prior to 
the issuance of a new NPDES permit., The scan will help identify effluent constituents 
that are currently unknown. 

Mass vs. Concentration Limitations 

The current NPDES permit is based upon mass limitations and not concentration values. 
This method can allow a discharger to have a high concentration ofwaste in low flow and 
would raise the effluent limits beyond the regulatory standards. For example, the daily 
average mass limitation for BODs for the period December I to April 30 is 32,000 
Ibs/day. At an average flow of 61.58 MGD for both outfalls combined the mass limit 
translates to a concentration value of62.31 mgIL. This is over twice the amount of the 
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typical monthly average limitation of 30 mg/L. The same principle holds true for all 
other effluent limitations. The NPDES permit should have concentration based ' 
limitations, not mass based limitations. 

Combined Sampling 

We see no justification to combine the effluent of Out falls ·1 and 2 for analysis. 
Depending on the particular volume and constituents of each outfall, this methodology 
could lead to a drastic dilution of a single outfall that in actuality could be discharging 
contaminants at levels that are harmful to the aquatic life of the Altamaha River. We 
strongly recommend individual analysis of each outfall and separate NPDES permit 
limitations for each outfalL 

Temperature 

The NPDES permit also fails to adequately protect aquatic life in the Altamaha River 
from thermal loading. Water temperature is a significant factor effecting aquatic life. 
During periods of low river flow and maximum mill discharge, Rayonier can drastically 
effect the water temperature of the river. We recommend that the discharge temperature 
at least be included in the NPDES monthly monitoring to determine any possible effects 
the mill may be having on the river. 

Source Reduction 

Many paper mills are able to substitute Chlorine dioxide for elemental chlorine in the 
bleach process and thus can significantly reduce dioxin and other chlorine related effluent 
levels. We are curious what measures have been implemented at the Rayonier Mill to 
source reduce pollutant levels by adopting the Best Available Technology for Kraft 
production mills. Source reduction is the best method for reducing and eliminating 
discharges of pollutants that are harmful to the aquatic environment. A costlbenefit 
analysis may demonstrate that source reduction is more cost effective than rigorous 
monitoring and testing for an extended period of years. 

Conclusion 

The sampling and permit evaluation by REI revealed severe discrepancies in the way the 
Rayoni~r Mill addresses discharges into the Altarnaha River. The proposed NPDES 
permit will not protect the water quality and biological integrity of the Altamaha River. 
The most alarming issue is the fact that so many compounds are knowingly being 
discharged and at least one unidentified outfall exists. These discharged compounds and 
the unidentified outfall are not being tested/monitored and do not have. limitations 



established. We fail to see how any NPDES permit can be issued until there is a better 
understanding of the full array ofeffluent components, their quantity, and source. Wh~n 
these effluent facts have beenestablished, the NPDES permit should set discharge 
limitations for each effluent component based upon concentration values at each . 
discharge point. The new NPDES permit should incorporate more frequent and detailed 
effluent and fish monitoring. The Rayonier Mill should investigate source reduction 
methods that could more adequately protect the aquatic environment of the Altamaha 
River and may be more cost effective than long term testing and monitoring. 
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Glynn Environmental Coalition 
P. O. Box 2443 
Brunswick, Georgia 31521 

Director 
Georgia Environmental Protection Division 
205 Butler Street, SE 
Floyd Towers East 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334· 
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Re: NPDES Pennit No. GA 003620 for Rayonier Jesup Mill. 

Dear Director, 

The Glynn Environniental Coalition (GEC) submits the following comments on 
the Draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. GA 
003620 (NPDES Pennit) for Rayonier Jesup Mill in the Altamaha Riverbasin. The GEC 
is located in Glynn County, Georgia, which is bordered to the north by the Altamaha 
River, and is located down stream from the discharge from the Rayonier Jesup Mill. We 
are submitting comments because failure to protect the Altamaha River from chemical 
and other water degrading discharges upstream will adversely affect natural resources, 
recreational potential, and be economically harmful. 

The GEC has reviewed the comments dated February 13,2001, on the Rayonier 
Jesup Mill NPPES Draft Permit submitted by Justine Thompson, Executive Director, 
Georgia Cent~rfor Law in the Public Interest, and includes them herein by reference. 

\ 

The NPDES Permit does not cOl11ply with legal requirements with respect to color 
and turbidity. At a minimum, the NPDES Permit must include quantifiable limits on 
color and turbidity and a specific method for taking the measurement. I have been in the 
area, both above and below the discharge points for the Rayonier Jesup Mill. A dramatic 
change in watercolor was observed, as has been documented by aerial photos. The 
NPDES Permit should address this ongoing problem and have specific measures to end 
the degradation by turbidity and color change. 

·The NPDES Pennitmust adequately consider and address the harmful impact of 
. dioxin, bioaccumulation, and require meaningful data be produced so the Georgia 
Environmental Protection Division (EPD) can assess the potential health ramifications to 
those consuming fish from the Altamaha River. Currently, the EPD only issues fish 
consumption advisories based on fish tissue data. A more adequate assessment would test 
for all 17 congeners and then convert toa total value based on the US EPA's conversion 
methodology. The maximum allowable detection limit should be 0.1 PPT (part Per 
Trillion) so a meaningful value can be determined based on the US EPA's conversion 
methodology. The NPDES Permit should require the 17 congener testing be performed 
within 30-days ofthe permit issuance, and every three years thereafter, as is required 



t, 

Under the NPDES Pennits for other mills on Georgia's coast. Dioxin testing should be 
required at a World Health Organization health lab because of the nature and low level of 
concerns ofdioxin. 

The NPDES Pennit does not adequately provide for monitoring of temperature. 
Water quality standards with respect to temperature should also be specifically 
incorporated into the pennit. 

The NPDES Pennit does not specify a precise sampling location for each outfall. 
Location, method ofsample ,collection., and frequency ofsampling and analysis should be 
specified in the Permit. 

The draft NPDES Pennit does not include a requirement for an annual 129
priority pollutant scan. In addition to requiring the 129:-priority pollutant scan, the 

. number ofunidentified chemicals or compounds and levels detected should be reportecL 
~o. . 

It is unclear if the NPDES Pennit evaluates a worse case scenario, such as a 100
year storm event. An engineering evaluation ofthe water. treatment basins is needed to 
evaluate the ability ofthe structures to adequately handle the volume ofwater a 1 ~O-year' 
event would produce without breaching and releasing water and sludge to the Altainaha 
River. Thiswould be a release not pennitted under the NPDES Pennit that could have. 
catastrophic and long lasting consequences to the Altamaha River. The NPDES 

. permitting process should evaluate ability ofthe· facility to handle a 1 ~O-year storm event 
without an unauthorized release. A 1 DO-year storm event plan should be part of the . 
NPDES Pennit. . 

Thank: you for your consideration of these comments. I will look forward to your 
response to the comments submitted. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel Parshley 
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PERMITTING. COMI'lIA.NCE ANO ENfORCEf,IIrnT PR()GRA.M 

VIA FACSIMILE (404) 362-2691 
AND.U.S. MAIL 

Mike Creason 

Permitting, Compliance and Enforcement Program 

Environmental Protection Division 

4220 International Parkway 

Suite 101 

Atlanta, GA 30354 


Re: 	 NPDES Permit No. GA003620 for Rayonier Jesup Mill 

Dear Mike: 

Please accept these com~ents on Draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) Permit No. GA 003620 ("Draft Permit") for Rayonier Jesup Mill in the 


. Altamaha Riverbasin. These comments are submitted on behalf of the Altamaha 

Riverkeeper ("ARK"). ARKisa non-profit environmental organization that was founded 

to protect and restore the habitat, water quality, and flow of the Altamaha River from its 

headwaters in the Piedmont to its terminus atthe Atlantic Ocean near Darien. ARK's 

members live, work, and recreate in the Oconee, Ocmulgee, and Ohoopee riverbasins and 

their feeder streams that make up the Altamaha River watershed. We appreciate the. 

opportunity to submit these comments. 


I. 	 The Ecological Assessment of the Impacted Area is Insufficient to Adequately· 
Determine Necessary Permit Conditions to Protect Water Ouality 

We have reviewed the Draft Permit and are concerned that this permit will not 

adequately protect the chemical, physical and biological integrity of the receiving waters 

as required by both federal and state laws. See ~ O.C.G.A. § 12-S-20,et seq.; 33 

.	u.S. c. § 1251, et seq. Admittedly; an ecological assessment was conducted for an 11
mile segment of the Altamaha River presumably to support the permit conditions 

contained in the Draft Permit. See Water Quality Survey and Stream Bioassessment for 

Rayonier's Jesup, Georgia Mill (the ~<Rayonier Study"). This Study, however, fails to 

provide sufficient information on which permitting.decisions adequate to protect water 

quality can be made. Specifically, please accept the following comments on the Study: 


mailto:GACENTER@SELLSOUTH.NET


" 

• 	 The water quality survey and stream bioassessment are based on 
macroinvertebrate, periphyton, and water quality sampling conducted on two 
days: October 29, 1998 and August 4, 1999. Both ofthese sampling events were 
conducted under low flow conditions on the river. Sampling on each day was 
conducted at six stations, two upstream and four downstream of the Rayonier 
outfall locations; no sampling was conducted in the river segment between the 
two outfalls: A very limited number of samples (benthic invertebrates, periphyton 
on submerged logs, water samples) were collected at each station. There is also 
some indication that some of the sampling locations were on the opposite si4e of 
the river from Rayonier's discharge. This very limited amount of sampling and 
the subsequent use of rapid bioassessment procedures (discussed below) provides 
little more than a brief snapshot of conditions in the river on two days and little 
basis,for determining the health of the aquatic ecosystem. 

• 	 The reasoning and procedures for selecting sampling station locations ate not 
made clear in the report, There is no reason given for excluding the river segment 
between the two outfalls, nor for the choice of the upstream reference site (just 
downstream ofthe mouth of Goose Creek). 

• 	 The study makes use of three kinds of metrics for assessing water quality and 
biological health of the river: state water quality standards as benchmarks for 
water quality measurements, a modified version of the draft Georgia 
Bioassessment Protocol for invertebrates and riparian habitat, and a draft version 
ofEPA's rapid bioassessment protocol for periphyton. The use of unofficial draft 
versions of the Georgia and EPA assessment tools and subsequent modifications 
to at least one of these procedures by the investigators puts the conclusions on 
shaky grounds from the start. It is not clear whether these documents (and 
especially modifications to them) have been peer reviewed, nor whether they have 
been thoroughly tested for use in a large alluvial coastal plain river like the 
Altamaha. For example, the invertebrate and periphyton metrics appear to be 
strongly influenced by samples with low numbers of taxa present, yet low 
invertebrate species richness (especially for benthic organisms) is characteristic of 
large alluvial rivers. The study did not include any fish sampling or fish-based 
assessment methods such as the widely used Indicator of Biotic Integrity (mI). 

• 	 None of the bioassessment metrics employed in the study seemed particularly 
sensitive to observed trends in the sampling data: The 1998 sample data showed 
consistent trends of decreasing quality from upstream to downstream stations in 
most of the invertebrate and periphyton metrics, yet this information is reduced in 
the end to qualitative scores of "good" or "very good" for each station. The high 
overaJ.l scores received is an indication that there were no severe water 'quality 
problems at the time of the sampling, but nevertheless,the raw data indicate that 
the discharge may be having some effect on the aquatic community and this 
information is lost in the use of the metrics. Some metrics in the invertebrate and 
periphyton methods were not scored because no scoring system had yet been 
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proposed in the draft versions of these protocols used by the investigators. No 
significant trends were observed inthe 1999 raw data, and qualitative scores were 
again rated as "good" or "very good;" in several cases, downstream stations 
scored higher than the upstream ureference" station. The riparian habitat metrics 
employed in the assessment appear irrelevant to the study objectives as they 
would not likely be affected by Rayonier's discharge. 

• 	 In addition, as discussed below, several important parameters critical to water 
quality were omitted from the study altogether (e.g. sulfates). 

II. The Permit Fails to Include Adequate Limitations for Dioxin 

Dioxin is one of the most toxic substances known to humans. Nevertheless, . 
despite the clear threats posed by this dangerous chemical, the permit fails to protect 
public health and the environment. Accordingly, the permit should be modified as 
follows: . 

• 	 Unless the facility runs for 24-hours per day, the dioxin standard should not be 
based on a 24-hour composite. 

• 	 Dioxin testing should be' required at a World Health Organization health lab 
becaus.e of the ubiquitness nature and low level of concerns ofdioxin. Any lab 
other than a WHO certified lab will not be able to produce scientifically
defensible results. As testing is only required once per quarter, this requirement 

.will place no appreciable burden on the permittee. 

• 	 The effluent standard for dioxin should be based on a TQ which requires testing 
for all seventeen congeners and conversion based on the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency's mest recent TEF's in the most recent dioxin 
reassessment. 

• 	 Dioxin has recently been declared a known human carcinogen. Many of the 
.. cancers caused by dioxin have long latency periods. As such, the permittee 
should be required to maintain all records pertaining to dioxin for a minimum of 
50 years. 

• 	 Section III. C. states that the permittee may not discharge toxic pollutants in 
concentrations that are harmful to humans. However, according to recent EPA 
dioxin reassessment, all levels .of discharge ofdioxin are harmful to humans. 

III. .The Permit Fails to Include Effluent Limitations for Color and Turbidity 

Ironically, although the Rayonier Study fails to provide sufficient information to 
adequately assess water quality in the impacted area with respect to many pollutants, 
where the Study does indicate a water qualit~ problem, the permit conditions fail to 

3 



address such problems. Ofgreatest significance, the Study clearly indicates that the 
Rayonier discharge has impacted the receiving water with respect to color. The Study 
indicates that both turbidity and color were moderately high and showed distinct 
upstream to downstream trends; similarly Secchi disk values (a measure of light 
penetration) decreased from upstream to downstream, presumably as a result of the 
Rayonier discharge. In addition, Rayonier's own monitoring reports indicate a. very high 
level of color discharge - a level considered high even for the paper and pulp mill 
industry. Moreover, residents in the area have indicated that the c9\or discharge can be 
seen several miles downstream from the Plant's discharge. 

Georgia's Rules and Regulations for Water Quality Control ("Georgia Rule") 
j specifically provide that "[a]1I waters shall be free from material related to ... industrial. 

t 	 .. discharges which produce turbidity, color, odor or other objectionable conditions 
which interfere with legitimate water uses." Georgia Rule, 391-3-6/03(5)(c). Moreover, 
the turbidity standard provides that "[a]II waters shall be free from turbidity which results 
in a substantial visual contrast in a water body due to a man-made activity." Id. at (5)(d), 

The evidence clearly indicates that color is visible several miles downstream from 
the Rayonierdischarge. Rayonier's own data demonstrates that color is impacting the 
receiving waters. While Georgia's Rules do not provide a specific standard for color, it 
is clear that permit conditions must address color under these circumstances. As a matter 
oflaw, "[t]he failure of an agency to comply with its own regulations constitutes arbitrary 
and capricious conduct.." Simmons v. Block, 782 F.2d 1545, 1550 (l1th Cir. 1986). 
Where an agency fails to act in accordance with its own regulations, such actions are 'not 
in accordance with the.law.' Raymond Proffit Foundation v. U.S.E.P.A., 930 F. Supp. 
1088, 1104 (E.D: Pa. 1996). As the Supreme Court has explained, agency action is 
arbitrary and capricious where the agency fails to "articulate a satisfactory explanation for 
its action including a 'rational connection between the facts found and the choice made,''' 
Motor Vehicle Manuf Ass'n v. State Farm Mutual Automobile Ins., 463 U.S. 29,43 
(1983), or where 

the agency has ... entirely failed to consider an important aspect of the 
problem, offered an explanation for its decision that runs counter to the 
evidence before the agency; or is so implausible that it could not be . 
ascribed to a difference in vjew or the product of agency expertise. 

Id.; See also, Citizens to Preserve Overton Park, Iric. v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402(971); 
Sierra Pacific Industries v. Lyng, 866 F.2d 1099 (9th Cif. 1989). The permit must be 
modified to include reasonable standards for color. . 

IV. 	 The Effluent Limitations Fail to Include Limits and/or Monitoring 
Requirements for Temperature 

Water temperature is one of the most significant environmental factors mediating 
aquatic productivity. As discussed by Delbert B. Hicks, an expert on the impacts of . 
thermal discharges on aquatic life: 
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[ temperature] affects virtually all metabolic processes of plant and animaJs, 
stimulates and control reproductive strategies, affects the solubility and diffusion 
ofgases like dissolved oxygen, affects distribution patterns' of plants and animals, 
and in excess causes lethal effects in aquatic'animals and plants. Water 
temperat~res in the aquatic environment can naturally vary due to effects of solar 
radiation and air temperature. Water temperature changes due to thermal 
discharges, however, are more sustained and dramatic in effect. 

Delbert B. Hicks, Assessment ofthe Biological Effects of Waste Heat Dischargedfrom 
Plant Branch, 3, December 1997. In fact, high thermal loading can result in 
objectionable pollution conditions such as fish kills and algae gwwth.For instance, 
temperature levels as low as 93° can be lethal for a number of species of fish. Id. In (act, 
other waterbodies in Georgia have already been severely impacted by thermal discharges; 
for instance, Lake Sinclair has experienced massive fish kills and the infestation ofa 
nuisance algae, Lyngbya wollei. See Professor Lawrence A. Dyck; Lyngbya Infestations 
in the Beaverdam Creek Region and Lake Sinclair, Ga., and the Relationship Between 
Lyngbya Infestations and Discharges of Heated Wastewater from PlantBranch; "Fish
Kill - Investigation Report," Fisheries Management Section, Georgia Department· of 
Natural Resources, August 3, 1993. 

Species in theAltamaha River are also particularly sensitive to changes in 
temperature. For instance, sturgeon migrate upstream to spawn and may be sensitive to 
increased temperature. Sturgeon require temperatures less than 29 Degrees Celsius ("C") 
or 85 Degrees Fahrenheit C'F"). However, according to information submitted by the 
permittee, the long-term average for summer temperatures was about 300 C (87 0 F) with 
maximum running as high as 35° (950 F). Despite the impact that even small changes in 
temperature can have on the integrity of the receiving waters, the Draft Permit does not 
adequately provide for monitoring of this parameter. We recommend that temperature be 
monitored upstream and downstream of the effluent to be submitted in monthly 
Discharge Monitoring Reports. The water quality standards with respect to temperature 
should also be specifically incorporated into the permit I 

V. 	 The Effluent Limitations Fail to Include Limits and/or Monitoring 

Requirements for Dissolved Oxygen 


According to monitoring conducted by the permittee, dissolved oxygen ("DO") 
levels were above state standards, but were depressed at the stations nearest the outfalls; a 
DO concentration of 5.05 mgIL (barely above the state limit of 5 mgIL) was measured 
just downstream of the outfall during the August 1999 sampling. This result raises the 
concern that dissolved oxygen could be reduced even further during extreme low flows, 

I Georgia's water quality standards provide for a maximum of 90° and/or rise of 5° above ambient 
temperature. Georgia Rule, 391-3-6-.03 (6)(v). Failure to comply with water qualitY standards with 
respect to temperature or temperature conditions below 90° can also lead to a violation of the prohibition 
against discharges that, among other things, create objectionable conditions or interfere with legitimate 
water uses. Id. at (5). 
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resulting in increased stress to aquatic organisms. Nevertheless, the permit does not even 
. include monitoring requirements or standards for DO. Such requirements should be 

placed in the permit 

VI. 	 The Effluent Limitations Fail to Include Limits and/or Monitoring 

Requirements for Sulfates 


Application materials submitted by Rayonier indicate that the plant is discharging 

high levels of sulfates. For instance, for Outfall 1, the sulfate concentration is 700 mgll. 

Given that sulfates are discharged at fairly 'high concentrations from Rayonier's waste 

ponds, the Study failed to address the impact of this pollutant on the River. Moreover, . 

the perinit fails to contain any conditions with respect to this pollutant. . The permit 

should be modified to address the impact that sulfates may have on the receiving waters. 


VII. 	 Conclusion 

As discussed above, we recommend that the permit be revised to include 
reasonable monitoring requirements and effluent limitations for: 1) dioxin, 2) color, 3) 
temperature, 4) dissolved oxygen, and 5) sulfates. Moreover, further study of the impacts 
of the Rayonier Plant discharge on the Altamaha River should be conducted taking into 
account the deficiencies in the prior Study discussed above. 

Please describe, consider and respond to each comment in accordance with40 
C.F.R. § 124.17 (a). See also Georgia Rule 391-3-6-.06(7)(b)(1)(iv); .!o!.!-!..~= 
Conservation Society, Inc. and Terrence D. Hughey, DNR-EPD-WQ-AH 5-92,9-10 (Ga. j 

Bd. of Nat Resources, Sept. 24, 1993) (emphasis added) (requiring that EPD «prepare 
and present a public response to all submitted comments at or before the time one issues 
a permit." Id. at 9-10 (emphasis added). Failure to respond to comments in accordance 
withSection 124.17 is both a violation of federal law and Georgia state law. Id. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. Should you have any additional 

questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at (404) 659-3122. . 


Sincerely, 

~ 
._.. _._--j 

stine Thompson 
Executive Director 
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:United States Department 'of the Interior 

u.s. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
. 247 South Milledge Avenue 

Athens, Georgia 30605 

West Georgia Sub Office Coastal Sub Office 
P.O. Box 52560 4270 Norwich Street 
Ft. Benning, Georgia 31995-2560 Brunswick, Georgia 31520 

October 19,2000 

Harold Reheis 
Director, Environmental Protection Division 
Georgia Departrnent of Natural Resources 
Floyd Towers, East 
205 Butler Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

Dear Mr. Reheis: 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received information regarding the proposed 
wastewater discharge permit for the Rayonier Jesup Mill located in Jesup, Wayne County, 
Georgia, NPDES PermitNo.GA003620. In general, the permit, as proposed, will not 
sufficieritly protect water quality. For example, there are several parameters that should be 
included in the permit, including BOD limits, color limits, flow, chlorine, and temperature limits. 
Other concerns regarding the proposed permit are specified below. 

Effluent Toxicity - there is no indication that effluent toxicity tests are required as part of the 
permit conditions. This maybe an oversight, however, considering the lack of information 
regarding the constituent elements in pulp effluent, toxicity tests are important in determining the 
potential for deleterious effects of the total effluent on aquatic biota both downstream and in the 

. vicinity of the outflow. Therefore, the Service strongly recommends effluent toxicity tests be 
included in the permit. 

Testing location - it is unclear ·from the proposed pernlit where the first sanlpling points are for 
. temperature, dissolved oxygen, and pH. They are listed as "the U.S. Highway bridge, the 
Rayonier marker just upstream from the confluence of Penholloway Creek and the Altamaha 

. River, and the monitoring station at Everett City." One station is close to 30 miles down river, 
and one may be more than twelve miles down stream. It is not evident that any samples will be 
collected within a reasonable distance from tlle outfall. Therefore, the river miles downstream 
from the outfall for each station should be included, and at least one station should be within 300 
feet of the outfall. 

Only fish fillets will be tested for dioxins. This will help determine the potential for risk to 
public health from consumption of conta.minated fish, but will not adequately protect wildlife, 
including threatene~ or endangered species. Whole fish shouid be analyzed in addition to fillets, 
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to ensure that Federally-listed threatened or endangered species, in addition to other wildlife such 
as migratory birds, are not potentially exposed to harmful levels ofdioxins. 

In summary, the Service recommends that the proposed pennit include the following: 

• 	 effluent limits for BOD, DO, temperature, color, and c!ll0rine 

• 	 regular toxicity testing 

• monitoring locations immediately downstrealn fonn the outfall 

.. whole fish dioxin analysis 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed pennit. If you have any 
questions regarding the above comments; please contact Karen Salomon, at (912) 265-9336 x 31. 

. Sincerely, 

~~f 
Sandra S. Tucker 
Field Supervisor 

cc: 	 Jeffrey H. Larson, EPD 
Altamaha· Riverkeepper 
GeLPI, Justine Thompson 
FWS, Brunswick 



Eve Zimmerman To: Karrie-Jo Shell/R4/USEPA/US@EPA 

10/31/2000 04:30 PM 

cc: 

Subject: 

My comments on the DO issue in the Rayonier Permit are as follows: 

Georgia standards require that the fishing designated have a daily average of 5.0 mg/I and no less 
than 4.0 mg/I at all times. The information presented in the letter do not state if the 5.05 mg/I is a 
daily average or a one time reading. Even if it is a daily average it complies with the criterion and 
consistent with Georgia standards. As for the low flow conditions. the waste allocation should 
h~ve been done'at critical flow conditions. 7Q10. This would address DO concern relative to flow. 

The sulfate issue. if there/is any issue. could be addressed by the narrative criteria in Section 5(e). 
First. there should be a finding that the sulfate discharged is harmful to humans. animals or aquatic 
life. Next. the amount which can be discharged without harm must be determined. EPA's only has 
criteria that protects the domestic water supply. 

Hope that these thoughts are helpful. 
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GEORGIA CENTER FOR LAw IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST 
/ 

175 TRINITY AVENUE. SW 
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30303 

659-31 22. FAX 404 688~591 2 
GACENTER@BELLSOUTH.NET 

October 26, 2000 

Kame Jo Shell 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Region IV 

61 Forsyth Street 

Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960 


Re: NPDES Permit No. GA 003620 for Rayonier Jesup Mill 

Dear Karrie Jo: 

Thank you for taking the time to discuss the proposed NPDES permit for the 
Rayonier Jesup Mill. As promised, please find enclosed some background materials 
regarding the Mill. These materials include: 

• 	 Comments submitted by the United States Fish & Wildlife Service requesting 
that the permit be modified to include: 1) limits for DO, temperature, color 
and chlorine, 2) toxicity testing requirements, 3) monitoring locations directly 
downstream from the outfall, and 4) whole fish dioxin analysis; 

• 	 mspectionreports conducted by the Environmental Protection Division which 
revealed, among other things, low levels ofDO in the effluent and problems 
with odor and foam; 

• 	 A letter from the Wildlife Resources Division discussing a clam die offwhich 
occurre~ in 1995 below the mill; 

• 	 Reports regarding a sulfuric acid spill; and 

• 	 DMRs which reveal violations· ofBOD limits. 

Deborah Sheppard, the Executive Director of the Altamaha Riverkeeper, is also 
preparing a summary of problems that have been observed a result of the Rayonier 
discharge. She should be sending that information to your attention within the next two 
weeks.· ' 
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I hope that this infonnation is helpful. Please contact me at your convenience to 
discuss setting up a meeting regarding the proposed pennit. In the meantime, let me 
know if you require any additional infonnation. And again, thank you for your assistance 
on this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

U#Jt .. 
,~::ne Thompson 

/ 	 Executive Director 

-
Cc: 	 Karen Salomon, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 


Deborah Sheppard, Altamaha Riverkeeper 
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Duncan Powell To: Karrie-Jo Shell/R4/USEPAlUS@EPA 

10123/2000 04:01 PM 

cc: 
Subject: Rayonier Jesup Mill 

KJ: 

Per your request I have reviewed the seven page document from the GA Center for Law in the 
Public Interest regarding the GA NPDES permit for Rayonier Jesup Mill . 

. The only reference I could find to EfT species is a remotely vague reference to the Atlantic 
Sturgeon: 

"Spieces in the Altamaha River are also particularly sensitive to changes in temperature. For 
instance, sturgeon migrate uptream to spawn and may be sensitive to increased temperature. 
Sturgeon require temperatures less than 29 Degrees Celsius or 85 Degrees Fahrenheit. .. ..... (p 5, 
3rd paragraph) 

This quote came out of point IV. The Effluent Limitations Fail to include Limits and lor Monitoring 
Requiremetns for Temperature. I agree with the author, there is a reasonable potential for 
temperature pollution and the permit should reflect the appropriate state standard for temperature. 
There is no actual ESA question being raised, just an example of a fishes temperture range and the 
reference only used sturgeon, and no specific one at that. 

Please call me if you need any further assistance. 

Duncan M. Powell 
ESA Coordinator 
404/562-9258 
powell.duncan@epa.gov 

mailto:powell.duncan@epa.gov


GEORGIA CENTERFOR LAw IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST 

175 TRINITY AVENUE. SW 
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30303 

. 659-3122. FAX 404688-5912 
GACENTER@BELLSOUTH.NET 

October 19, 2000 

VIA FACSIMILE (404) 362-2691 
AND U.S. MAIL 

Mike Creason 
Permitting, Compliance and Enforcement Program 
Environmental Protection Division 
4220 International Parkway 
Suite 101 
Atlanta, GA 30354 

Re: 	 NPDES Permit No. GA 003620 for Rayonier Jesup'Mill 

Dear Mike: 

D Please accept these comments on Draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination· 
System (NPDES) Permit No. GA 003620 ("Draft Permit") for Rayonier Jesup Mill in the 
Altamaha Riverbasin. These comments are submitted on behalf of the Altamaha 
Riverkeeper ("ARK"). ARK is a non-profit environmental organization that was founded 
to protect and restore the habitat, water quality, and flow of the Altamaha River from its 
headwaters in the Piedmont to its terminus at the Atlantic Ocean near Darien. ARK's 
members live, work, and recreate in the Oconee, Ocmulgee, and Ohoopee riverbasins and 
their feeder streams that make up the Altamaha River watershed. We appreciate the 
opportunity to submit these comments. 

. . 

1. 	 The Ecological Assessment of the Impacted Area is Insufficient to Adequately 
Determine Necessary Permit Conditions to Protect Water Quality 

We have reviewed the Draft Permit and are concerned that this permit will not 
adequately protect the chemical, physical and biological integrity of the receiving waters 
as required by both federal and state laws. See ~ O.C.G.A. § 12-5-20, et seq.; 33 
U.S.C. § 1251, et seq. Admittedly, an ecological assessment was conducted for an 
II-mile segment of the Altamaha River presumably to support the permit conditions 
contained in the Draft Permit. See Water Quality Survey and Stream Bioassessment for 
Rayonier's Jesup, Georgia Mill (the "Rayonier Study"). This Study, however, fails to 
provide sufficient information on which permitting decisions adequate to protect water 
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quality can be made. Specifically, please accept the following comments on the Study: 

• 	 The water quality survey and stream bioassessment are based on 
macroinvertebrate, periphyton, and water quality sampling conducted on two' 
days: October 29, 1998 and August 4, 1999. Both of these sampling events were 
conducted under low flow conditions ,on the river. Sampling on each day was 
conducted at six stations, two upstream and four downstream of the Rayonier 
outfall locations; no sampling was conducted in the river segment between the 
two outfalls. A very limited number of samples (benthic invertebrates, periphyton 
on submerged logs, water samples) were collected at each station. There is also 
some indication that some of the sampling locations were on the opposite side of 
the river from Rayonier's discharge. This very limited amount of sampling and 
the subsequent use of rapid bioassessment procedures (discussed below) provides 
little more than a ,briefsnapshot ofconditions in the river on two days and little 
basis for determining the health of the aquatic ecosystem. 

• 	 The reasoning and procedures for selecting sampling station locations are not 
made clear in the report. There is no reason given for excluding the river segment' 
between the two outfalls, nor for the choice of the upstream reference site Gust 
downstream ofthe mouth of Goose Creek). 

• 	 The study makes use of three kinds ofmetrics for assessing water quality and 
biological health of the river: state water quality standards as benchmarks for 
water quality measurements, a modified version of the draft Georgia 
Bioassessment Protocol for invertebrates and riparian habitat, and a draft version 
ofEPA's rapid bioassessment protocol for periphyton. The use ofunofficial draft 
versions of the Georgia and EPA assessment tools and subsequent 'modifications 
to at least one of these procedures by the investigators puts the conclusions on 
shaky grounds from the start. It is not clear whether these documents (and 
especially modifications to them) have been peer reviewed, nor whether they have 
been thoroughly tested for use in a large alluvial coastal plain river like the 
Altamaha. For example, the invertebrate and periphyton metrics appear to be 
'strongly influenced by samples with low numbers of taxa present, yet low 
invertebrate species richness (especially for benthic organisms) is characteristic of 
large alluvial rivers. The study did not include any fish sampling or fish-based 
assessment methods such as the widely used Indicator ofBiotic Integrity (mI), 

• 	 None of the bioassessment metrics employed in the study seemed particularly 
sensitive to observed trends in the sampling data. The 1998 sample data showed 
consistent trends of decreasing quality from upstream to downstream stations in 
most of the invertebrate and periphyton metrics, yet this information is reduced in 
the en9 to qualitative scores ofllgood" or "very good" for each station. The high 
overall scores received is an indication that there were no severe water quality 
problems at the time of the sampling, but nevertheless, the raw data indicate that 
the discharge may be having some effect on the aquatic community and this 
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. infonnation is lost in the use of the metrics. Some metrics in the invertebrate and 
periphytonmethods were not scored because no scoring system had yet been 
proposed in the draft versions ofthese protocols used by the investigators. No 
significant trends were observed in the 1999 raw data, and qualitative scores were 
again rated as "good" or livery good;lt.in several cases, downstream stations 
scored higher than the upstream "referencell station. The riparian habitat metrics 
employed in the assessment appear irrelevant to the study objectives as they 
would not likely be affected by Rayonier's discharge. 

• 	 In addition, as discussed below, several important parameters critical to water 
quality were omitted from the study altogether (e.g. sulfates). 

II. The Permit Fails to Include Adequate Limitations for Dioxin 

Dioxin is one ofthe most toxic substances known to humans. Nevertheless, 
despite the clear threats. posed by this dangerous chemical, the permit fails to protect 
public health and the environment. Accordingly, the permit should be modified as 
follows: 

• 	 Unless the facility runs for 24-hours per day, the dioxin standard should not be . 
baSed on a 24-hour composite. . 

• 	 Dioxin testing should be required at a World Health Organization health lab 
because of the ubiquitnessnature and low level ofconcerns ofdioxin. Any lab 
other than a WHO certified lab will not be able to produce 
scientifically-defensible results. As testing is' only required once per quarter, this 
requirement will place no appreciable burden on the permittee. 

• 	 The effluent· standard for dioxin should be based on a TQ· which requires testing 
for all-seventeen congeners and conversion based on the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency's most recent TEF's in the most recent dioxin 
reassessment. 

• 	 Dioxin has recently been declared a known human carcinogen. Many of the 
cancers caused by dioxin have long latency periods. As such, the permittee 
should be required to maintain all records pertaining to dioxin for a minimum of ' 
50 years. 

• 	 Section III. C. states that the permittee may not discharge toxic pollutants in 
concentrations that are harmful to humans. _However,·according to recent EPA· 
dioxin reassessment, all levels ofdischarge ofdioxin are harmful to humans . 

. III. The Permit Fails to Include Effluent Limitations for Color and Turbidity 

3 

http:good;lt.in


Ironically, although the Rayonier Study fails to provide sufficient infonnation to 
adequately assess water quality in the impacted area with respect to many pollutants, 
where the Study does indicate a water quality problem, the pennit conditions fail to 
address such problems. Ofgreatest significance, the Study clearly indicates that the 
Rayonier discharge has impacted the receiving water with respect to color. The Study 
indicates that both turbidity and color were moderately high and showed distinct 
upstream to downstream trends~ similarly Secchi disk values (a measure oflight ' 
penetration) decreased from upstream to downstream, presumably as a result of the 
Rayonier discharge. In addition, Rayonier's own monitoring reports indicate ~ very high 
level of color discharge - a level considered high even for the paper and pulp mill 
industry. Moreover, residents in the area have indicated that the color discharge can be 
seen several miles downstream from the Plant's discharge. 

Georgia's Rules and Regulations for Water Quality Control ("Georgia Rule") 
specifically provide that "[a]llwaters shall be free from material related to ... industrial . 
. . discharges which produce turbidity, color, odor or other objectionable conditions 
which interfere with legitimate water uses." Georgia Rule, 391-3-6/03(5)(c). Moreover, 
the turbidity standard provides that "[a]ll waters shall be free from turbidity which results 
in a substantial visual contrast in a water body due to a man-made activity." Id. at (5)(d). 

The evidence clearly indicates that color is visible several miles downstream from 
the Rayonier discharge. Rayonier's own data demonstrates that color is impacting the 
receiving waters. While Georgia's Rules do not provid~ a specific standard for color, it 
is clear that pennit conditions must address color under these circumstances. As a matter 
oflaw, n[t]he failure of an agency to comply with its own regulations constitutes arbitrary 
and capricious conduct.." Simmons v. Block, 782 F.2d 1545, 1550 (11th Cir. 1986). 
Where an agency fails to act in accordance with its own regulations, such actions are 'not 
in accordance with the law.' Raymond Proffit Foundation v. US.E.P.A., 930 F. Stipp. 
1088, 1104 (£.0. Pa. 1996). As the Supreme Court has explained, agency action is 
arbitrary and capricious where the agency fails to "articulate a satisfactory explanation 
for its action including a 'rational connection between the facts found and the choice 
made,''' Motor Vehicle Manu£. Ass'n v. State Fann Mutual Automobile Ins., 463 U.S. 29, 
43 (1983), or where . 

the agency has ... entirely failed to consider an important aspect of the 
problem, offered an explanation for its decision that runs counter to the 
evidence before the agency, or is so implausible that it could not be 
ascribed to a difference in view or the product of agency expertise. 

Id.~ See also. Citizens to Preserve Overton Part Inc. v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402 (1971); 
Sierra Pacific Industries v. Lyng, 866 F.2d 1099 (9th Cir. 1989). The pennitmust be 
modified to include reasonable standards for color. 

IV. 	 The Effiuent.iimitations Fail to Include Limits and/or Monitoring 

Requirements for Temperature 
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Water temperature is one of the most significant environmental factors mediating 

aquatic productivity. As discussed by Delbert B. Hicks, an expert on the impacts of 

thermal discharges on aquatic life: 


[temperatureJaffects virtually all metabolic processes of plant and animals, 
stimulates and control reproductive strategies, affects the solubility and diffusion 
of'gases like dissolved oxygen, affects distribution patterns of plants and animals, 
and in excess causes lethal effects in 'aquatic animals and plants. Water 
temperatures in the aquatic environment can naturally vary due to effects of solar 

. radiation and' air temperature. Water temperature changes due to thermal 
discharges, however, are more sustained and dramatic in effect. 

Delbert B. Hicks; Assessment o/the Biological Effects o/Waste Heat Dischargedfrom 

Plant Branch, 3, December 1997. In fact, high thermal loading can result in . 

objectionable pollution conditions such as fish kills and algae growth. For instance, 

. temperature levels as low as 93° can be lethal for a number of species offish: Id. In fact, 
other waterbodies in Georgia have already been severely impacted by thermal discharges; 
for instance, Lake Sinclair has experienced massive fish kills and the infestation ofa 
nuisance algae, Lyngbya wollei. See Professor Lawrence A. Dyck; Lyngbya Infestations 
in the Beaverdam Creek Region and Lake Sinclair, Ga., and the Relationship Between 
Lyngbya Infestations and Discharges ofHeated Wastewater from Plant Branch; 
"Fish-Kill- Investigation Report," Fisheries Management Section, Georgia Department 

, ofNatural Resources, August 3; 1993. 

Species in the Altamaha River are also particularly sensitive to changes in 
temperature. For instance, sturgeon migrat~ upstream to spawn and may be sensitive to 
increased temperature. Sturgeon require temperatures less than 29 Degrees Celsius ("C") 
or 85 Degrees Fahrenheit ("F"). However, according to information submitted by the 

,. 	 permittee, the long-term average for summer temperatures was about 30° C (87° F) with· 
maximum running as high as 35° (95° F) .. Despite the impact that even small changes in 
temperature can have on the integrity of the receiving waters, the Draft Permit does not 
adequately provide for monitoring of this parameter. We recommend that temperature be 
monitored upstream and downstream of the efiluent to be submitted in monthly 
Discharge Monitoring Reports. The water quality standards with respect to temperature 
should also be specifically incorporated into the permit.! 

V. 	 The Efiluent Limitations Fail to Include Limits and/or Monitoring 

Requirements for Dissolved Oxygen . 


According to monitoring conducted by the permittee, dissolved oxygen ("DO") 
levels were above state standards, but were depressed at the stations nearest the outfalls; 
a DO concentration of 5.05 mgIL (barely above the state limit of 5 mgIL) was measured 
just downstream of the outfall during the August i 999 sampling. This result raises the 
concern that dissolved oxygen could be reduced even further during extreme low flows, 
resulting in increased stress to aquatic organisms. Nevertheless, the permit does not even 
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include monitoring requirements or standards for DO. Such requirements should be 
placed in'the permit. 

VI. 	 The Effluent Limitations Fail to Include Limits and/or Monitoring 

Requirements for Sulfates 


Application materials submitted by Rayonier indicate that the plant is discharging 

high levels of sulfates. For instance, for Outfall 1, the sulfate concentration is 700 mg!I. 

Given that sulfates are discharged at fairly high concentrations from Rayonier's waste 

ponds, the Study failed to address the impact ofthis pollutant on the River. Moreover, 

the permit fails to contaip any conditions with respect to this pollutant. The permit 

should be modified to address the impact that sulfates may have on the receiving waters. 


VII. 	 Conclusion 

As discussed above, we recommend that the permit be revised to include 
reasonable monitoring requirements and effluent limitations for: 1) dioXin, 2) color, 3) 
temperature, 4) dissolved oxygen, and 5) sulfates. Moreover, further study of the impacts 

. of the Rayonier Plant discharge on the Altamaha River should be conducted taking into 
account the deficiencies in the prior Study discussed above. 

Please describe, consider and respond to each comment in accordance with 40 
C.F.R. § 124.17 (a). See also Georgia Rule 391-3-6-.06(7)(b)(I)(iv); In re The 
Conservation Society, Inc. and Terrence D. Hughey, DNR-EPD-WQ-AH 5-92,9-10 (Ga. 
Bd.ofNat. Resources, Sept. 24, 1993) (emphasis added) (requiring that EPD "prepare· 
and present a public response to all submitted comments at or before the time one issues 
a permit." Id. at 9-10 (emphasis added). Failure to respond to comments in accordance 
with Section 124.17 is both a violation of federal law and Georgia state law. Id. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. Should you have any additional . 

questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at (404) 659-3122. 


Sincerely, 

Justine Thompson 
Executive Director 

Georgia's water quality standards provide for a maximum of 90° and/or rise of 5° above ambient 
temperature. Georgia Rule, 391-3-6-.03 (6)(v). Failure to comply with water quality standards with 
respect to temperature or temperature conditions below 90° can also lead to a violation of the prohibition 
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against discharges that, among other things, create objectionable conditions or interfere with legitimate 
water uses. Id. at (5). . . ',. 
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United States Department of the Interior. 

u.s. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
247 South Milledge A venue 

. Athens, Georgia 30605' 

West Georgia Sub Office Coastal Sub Office 

P.O. Box 52560 4270 Norwich Street . 
Ft. Benning. Georgia 31995-2560 Brunswick, Georgia 31520 

October 19,2000 

Harold Reheis 
Director, Environmental Protection Division 
Georgi~ Department ofNatural Resources 
Floyd Towers,East 
205 Butler Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

Dear Mr. Reheis: 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received information regarding the proposed 
wastewater discharge permit for the Rayonier Jesup Mill located in Jesup, Wayne County, 
Georgia, NPDES Permit No. GA003620. In general, the permit, as proposed, will hot 
sufficiently protect water quality. For example, there are several parameters that should be 
included in the permit, including BOD limits, color limits, flow, chlorine, and temperature limits. 
Other concerns regarding the proposed permit are spJecifiedbelow. . 

Effluent Toxicity - there is no indication that effluent toxicity tests are required as part of the 
permit conditions. This may be an oversight, however, considering the lack of information 
regarding the constituent elements in pulp effluent, toxicity tests are important in determining the 
. potential for deleterious effects of the total effluent on aquatic biota both downstream and in the 
vicinity of the outflow. Therefore, the Service strongly recommends effluent toxicity tests be 
included in the permit. 

Testing location - it is unclear fr~m the proposed permit where the first sampling points are for 
temperature, dissolved oxygen,and pH. They are listed as "the U.S. Highway bridge, the 
Rayonier marker just upstream from the confluence ofPenholloway Creek and the Altamaha 
River, and the monitoring station at Everett City." One station is close to 30 miles down river, 
and one may be more than tWelve miles down stream. It is not evident that any samples will be 
collected within a reasonable distance from the outfall. Therefore, the river miles downstream 
from the outfall for each station should be included, and at least one station should be within 300 
feet ofthe outfall. 

Only fish fillets will be tested for dioxins. This will help determine the potential for risk to 
public health from consumption ofcontaminated fish, but will not adequately protect wildlife, 
including threatened or endangered species. Whole fish should be analyzed in addition to fillets, 



to ensure that Federally-listed threatened or endangered species, in addition to other wildlife such 
as migratory birds, are not potentially exposed to harmful levels ofdioxins. 

In summary, the Service recommends that the proposed permit include the following: 

• 	 effluent limits for BOD, DO, tempe!ature, color, and chlorine" 

• 	 regular toxicity testing 

• 	 monitoring locations immediately downstream form the outfall 

• 	 whole fish dioxin analysis 

\ 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed permit. If you have any 
questions regarding the above comments, please contact Karen Salomon, at (912) 265-9336 x 31. 

Sincerely, 

~~f 
Sandra S. Tucker· 
. Field Supervisor 

cc: 	 Jeffrey H. Larson, EPD 
Altamaha Riverkeepper 
GeLPI, Justine Thompson 
FWS, Brunswick 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 4 


ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 

61 FORSYTH STREET 


ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960 


October 4, 2000 

REF: 4WM-SWPFB 

Mr. Mike Creason, P.E .. 
Unit Coordinator 
Industrial Wastewater Unit 
Georgia Department ofNatural Resources 
4244 International Parkway, Suite 101 
Atlanta, Georgia 30354 

SUBJECT: NPDES Overview 

. Dear Mr. Creason: 

. . 

In accordance with the EP AlGA MOA and PPA we have completed review of the 
following draft permit(s) and have no objections to the proposed permit. 

. NPDES Number Facility Name 

GA0025399 Crisp County Power Commission 
GA0003620 Rayonier Jesup Mill 
GA0037591 Georgia Pacific - Thalman Facility 

We request we be afforded an additional review opportunity y if significant changes are 
made to the permit(s) issuance, or if significant objections to the permit(s) are received. 
Otherwise, please send us· one copy of the final permit( s) when issued. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (404) 562-9342. 

Sincerely, 

Cheryl Espy 
Environmental Engineer 
Surface Water Permits Facilities Branch 
Water Management Division 

Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov 
Recy cled/Recyclable • Printed wtth Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer) 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


REGION 4 


3'15 COURTLAND STREET. N.E. 
, ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365 

(DEC 14,1995 


REF: 4WM-WPEB' 


, Mr. Alan Hallum, Chief 

Water Protection Division 

Georgia Department of Natural Resources 

Floyd Towers East - Room 1058 


, 205 Butler street, S.E. 

Atlanta, Georgia 30334 


SUBJ:. NPDES 'Overv-iew 

Dear Mr~ Hallum: 

In accordance with the EPA/EPD MOA, we have completed review 
/ of the following final permit (s) ami have no (objections to the 

proposed permit conditions. ' 

NPDES Number Facility Name 
GA00368U' A&M Produets, Inc. 
GA0003620 Rayonier 

Davidson Mineral Properties, Inc.GA0036773 
GA0036790 Southern,Aggregates'Company 

'Southern Aggregates CompanyGA0036781 

If you have any questions, please call Ms. Dee L,. J ~ Stewart at , 
347-3012 ext. 2928. 

sinc~r~~ 

Roger O. Pfaff,P.E., Acting Chief 
Water Permits and Enforcement Branch 
Water Management Division 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


REGION 4 


34S COURTLAND STREET. N.E . 
. ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365 

ocr 0 6 1995 

REF: 4WM-WPEB 


Mr.. Alan Hallum,' Chief 

Water Protection'~.Division 

Georgia Department of Natural Resour'"ces 

Floyd Towers East.·..;. Room' 1058 

205 Butler Stre~t~,S .. E. 

Atlanta, Ge(Jrgia,';':3.P3'34 


SUBJ: NPDES ove~±ew'"
• .":,.- -'"of 

., Dear Mr.. Hallum:\:,' 

In accordance with the EPA/EPD MOA, we have completed review 
of the following.d.raft.permit(s) and have no objections to the 
permit conditioris'. . .. . . . . 

NPDES Number Facility Name 

GA00036Z0 .Ra·yonier 
GA0046132 Davidson Mineral Propert~es. INC. 
GA0025399 Crisp County Power Commission 
GA0036811 A&M Products. INC. 

We request that we be a~forded an additional review 
opportunity only if significant changes are made to the permit(s) 
prior to issuance,. or if significant objections to the permit(s) 
are received. Otherwise, please send us one copy of the final 
permit(s) when issued. 

If you have any questions, please call Ms. Dee L.J. Stewart at 
347-3012 ext. 292B.· 

sin;tW 
.;..... ' 

Roger O. Pfaff, P.E., Acting Chief 
Water Permits and Enforcement Branch 
Water Management Division 



Georgia ,Department of Natural Resources 
205 Butler Street, S.E., East Floyd Tower,' Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

Reply To: . Lonice C. Barrett, Commissioner 
Industrial Wastewater Program Harold F. Reheis. Director 
Suite 1070 David Word. Assistant Director 
404/656-4887 Environmental Protection Divisiqn 

4041656-4713 

September 26, 1995 

Mr. Gerald A. DeWitt 
Manager, Environmental Control 
Rayonier . 
P. O. Box 2070 
Jesup, GA 31545-2070 

Re: NPDES Permit No. GA0003620 

Dear Mr. DeWitt: 

The Environmental Protection Division (EPD) has received your application for a permit 
to discharge treated wastewater to the waters of the State of Georgia. We are processing your 
application and intend to issue in the near future a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Permit in accordance with the Georgia Water Quality Control Act and the 
Federal Clean Water Act. However, before issuing the permit, we require that you circulate a 
Public Notice by posting the notice at the entrance of the County Courthouse. Within ten days 
of receipt of this letter, the Public Notice should be posted and remain for a period of thirty days. 
At the end of the 30 day public notice period, the EPD will make a determination on issuanc;e of 
the NPDES·Permit. Please provide written confirmation as soon as possible to indicate that 'you 
have satisfied the requirements' of this letter. Please be aware that failure to satisfy the public 
notice requirements may result in the need to revoke. your permit. 

Attached is a copy of the Public Notice and the draft NPDES Permit which contains the 
proposed conditions of your permit. If. you have any comments or questions concerning the 
Permit or the Public Notice, please contact Mr. Larry Kloet of my staff at 404-656-4887. 

Sincerely, 

Lawrence W. Hedges 
Program Manager 
Industrial Wastewater Program 

LWH:lkk 
Attachment 

cc: Mr. Roosevelt Childress (w/attachments) 
U.S. EPA, Region IV 



October 6, 1995 

PUBLIC NOTICE 

GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 


NOTICE OF APPLICATION FOR NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION 
SYSTEM PERMITTO DISCHARGE TREATED WASTEWATER INTO WATERS OF THE 
STATE OF GEORGIA. 

The Georgia Environmental Protection Division has received a new NPDES permit 
application for the reissuance of an existing NPDES permit. Having reviewed such 
application, the Environmental Protection Division proposes to issue for a maximum term 
of five years the following permit subject to specific pollutant limitations and special 
conditions. 

Rayonier, Post Office Box 2070, Jesup, Georgia 31545, NPDES Permit No. 
GA0003620, for its facility located on U. S. Highway 301 North in Jesup. 
Approximately 69. MGD of treated pulp mill process wastewater is discharged to 
the Altamaha River in the Altamaha River Basin. \ 

Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed determinations are invited 
to submit same in writing to the 'EPD address below, no later than thirty (30) days after 
this notificati6n. All comments received prior to or on that date will be considered in the 
formulation of final determinations regarding the application. A public hearing may be 
held where the EPD Director finds a significant degree of public interest in a proposed 
permit or group of permits. Additional information regarding public hearing procedures 
is available by writing the Environmental Protection Division. 

A fact sheet or copy of the draft permit is available by writing the Environmental 
Protection Division.· A copying charge of 25¢ per page will be .assessed. The permit 
application, draft permit,comments received, and other information are available for 
review at 205 Butler Street, S.E., Floyd Towers East, Room 1070, Atlanta, Georgia, 
between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. 



Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
205 Butler Street, S.E., East Floyd Towe~, Atlanta, Georgia 30334 . 

. Joe D. Tanner, Commissioner 
. Harold F. Reheis, Director 
Environmental Protection Division. 

July 	16, 1991 

Mr. Robert McCrary .. 

Manager, Environmental Control . 

ITT Rayonier , Inc.: 

P•. o. Box 207 . 

Jesup, Georgia 31545 


RE: .. NPDES Permit No. GA0003620 
:Dear Mr. McCrary: 

On January 23,· 1991, the Georgia Board of Natural Resources 
adopted amendments to Georgia's water quality regulations. 
Amendments include! a revision to the water quality standard for 
2,3,7,8-TCDD (Dioxin) from 7.2 parts per quadrillion to 1.2 parts 
per quadrillion. This change was recently approved by the U; S. 

e Environmental protectionAgency~ 

We are proposing to modify your NPDES permit to comply with 
the new water quality standard. The proposed modification is given 
in the attached page 2a, which is to be substituted for the current 
page 2a of your NPDES Permit. Appropriate revisions have also been 
made in the Fact Sheet andPerinit Rationale. These are also 
attached. The Environmental Protection Division wil'l issue a public 
notice of this proposed permit modification in the near future. . 	 . 

If· you have any comments or· questions, please contact Mr.· 
Larry Kloet of our Industrial Wastewater Program at 404/656-4887. 

Sincerely, 

.. /~1v.~ 
Lawrence W. Hedges 
Program Manager 
Industrial Wastewater Program 

·LWH:lkb 

Attachment 


cc: 	 Mr. James R. Patrick .,;...// 

Environmental Protection Agency 
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r, 

PERMIT NO. GA0003620 

sTATE OF GEORGIA 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 


, AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE 
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSnM 

In compliance with the pro"isions of the Georaia Water Quality Control Ad (Georaia 
Laws 1964. p. 416., as amended). hereinafter called the "State Ac.... Ihe Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act. as amended (33 U.s.C. 1251 et seq.), hereinafter called the "Federal 
Act.·· and lhe Rules and Regulations promulgated pursuant to each of these Acts, 

RAYONIER 
P. O. Box 2070 
Jesup, Georgia 31545-2070 

is authorized to discharge from a facility located at 

u. S. Highway 301 North 
Jesup, Wayne County, Georgia 

to recei"ing waters A1tamaha River 

in accordance with effluent limitations. monitoring requirements and other conditions set 
forth in Parts I. ",and III hereof. 

This permit shall become effecti"e on 

This permit and the authoriution to discharae shall expire at midnight. October 31, 2000. 

Signed this __' _ day of _________ 

DRAFT 
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STATE OF GEORGIA 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 

A. 	 EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 During the period beginning effective date and lasting through October 31, 2000, 
the permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall(s) serial number(s) 001 and 002 - Process wastewater, 
sanitary wastes, and stormwater runoff. 

Such discharges shall be_limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

-Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations Monitoring ReQuirements 
(Specify Units) Mass Based Concentration Based 

lbs/day Measurement Sample Sample 
Daily Avg. Daily Max. Daily Avg. Daily Max. Frequency Type Location 

Flow (MGD) Continuous Recorder -Influent or 
Effluent 

BODs 
May 1 - November 30 22,300 33,450 Daily Composite Effluent 
December 1 - April 30 32,000 48,000 " " " 

TSS 42,010 77,600 Daily Composite Effluent 
BODl20 Annual Composite Effluent 
Color Weekly Composite- Effluent 

-Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)* 0.000153 1l9/I Quarterly 24-Hour Effluent 
Composite 

Beryllium** Monthly Composite Effluent 

The pH shall not be less than_6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard units 
and shall be monitored daily by a grab sample at the final effluent. 

There 	shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than trace amounts. 
""C""C 
CD III ~ The effluent sample location shall be defined as the discharge stream after treatment, -'(0 

but prior to mixing with any other waters. 3 CD ~ 
;::;:1\.) 

20The pollutant limitations above represent the sum of the pollutants from Outfall 001, 0_ 
added to the pollutants for Outfall 002. ....... 

G).(J) 

>Monitoring results for pollutants requiring annual analysis shall be submitted with the o 
June Operation Monitoring Report. Monitoring results for pollutants requiring quarterly o o 
analysis shall be submitted with the March, June, September, and December Operation w 

(J)
Monitoring Reports. 	 I\.) 

o 
* The 	permittee shall adhere to the analytical protocol described in Appendix C of the 

U. S. EPA/Paper Industry Cooperative Dioxin Screening Study (EPA 440/1-88-025, March 1988) 
when analyzing wastewater effluent samples for 2,3,7,8-TCDD. 

** See Part III.B.S.for details regarding limited monitoring for this parameter. DRAFT 
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Permit No. GA0003620 

B. SCHEDULE OF COMPLIANCE 

1. 	 The permittee shall achieve compliance with the effluent limitations specified for 
discharges in accordance with the following schedule: 

N/A 

2. 	 No later than 14 calendar days following a date identified in the above schedule 
of compliance, the permittee shall submit either a report of progress or, in the case 
of specific actions being required by identified dates, a written notice of compliance. 
or noncompliance, any remedial actions taken, and the probability of meeting the 
next scheduled requirement. . 

DRAFT 
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Permit No. GA0003620 

Note: 	 EPD as used herein 'means the Environmental Protection Division of the 
Department of Natural Resources. 

C. 	 MONITORING AND REPORTING 

1. 	 Representative Sampling 

Samples and measurements takEln as required herein shall be representative of 
the volume and nature of the monitored discharge. 

2. 	 Reporting 

Monitoring results obtained during the previous one month shall be summarized 
for each month and reported on an Operation Monitoring Report (Form WQ 1 AS): 
Forms other than Form WQ 1.45 may be used upon approval by EPD. These 
forms and any other required reports and information shall.be completed, signed 
and certified by a principal executive officer or ranking elected official, or by a duly 
authorized representative of that person, .and submitted to the Division, 
postmarked no later th~m the 15th day of the month following the reporting period. 
Signed copies of these and all other reports required herein shall be submitted to 

. the following address: 

Georgia Environmental Protection Division 
Industrial Wastewater Program 
205 Butler Street, S. E. 
Suite 1070, Floyd Tow~rs East 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

All instances of noncompliance not reported under Part I. B. and C. and Part II. A. 
shall be reported at the time the operation monitoring report is submitted. 

3. 	 Definitions 

a. 	 The."daily average" discharge means the total discharge by weight during 
a calendar month divided by the number of days in the month that the 
production or commercial facility was operating. Where less than daily 
sampling is required by this permit. the daily average discharge shall be 
determined by the summation of all the measured daily discharges by 
weight divided by the number of days sampled during the calendar month 
when the measurements were, made.. 

b. 	 The "daily maximum" discharge means the total discharge by weight during 
any calendar day: 

DRAFT 
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Permit No. GA0003620 

c. 	 The "daily average" concentration means the arithmetic average of all the 
daily determinations of concentrations made during a calendar month. 
Daily determinations of concentration made using a composite sample shall 
be the concentration of the composite sample. . 

d. 	 The "daily maximum" concentration means the daily determination of 
concentration for any calendar day. 

e. 	 For 'the purpose of this permit, a calendar day is defined as any 
consecutive 24-hour period. 

1. 	 "Bypass" means the intentional diversion of wast~ streams from any portion 
of a treatment facility. 

g. 	 "Severe property damage" means substantial physical damage to property, 
damage to the treatment facilities which. causes them to become 
inoperable, or substantial and permanent loss of natural resources which· 
can reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a bypass. Severe 
property damage does not mean economic loss caused by delays in 
production. 

4. 	 Test Procedures 

Monitoring must be conducted according to test procedures approved pursuant to 
40 CFR Part 136 unless other test procedures have been speCified in this permit. 

5. 	 Recording of Results 

For each measurement or sample taken pursuant to the requirements of this 
permit, the permittee shall record the following information: 

a. 	 The exact place, date, and time of sampling or measurements, and the 
person(s) performing the sampling or the measurements; 

b. 	 The dates the analyses were performed, and the person(s) who performed 
the analyses; 

c. 	 The analytical techniques or methods used; and 

d. 	 The results of all required analyses. 

DRAFT 
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6. Additional Monitoring by Permittee 

If the permittee monitors any pollutant at the location(s) designated herein more 
frequently than required by this permit, using approved analytical methods as 
specified above, the results of such monitoring ,shall be included in the calculation 
and reporting of the values required in the Operation Monitoring Report Form (WQ 
1.45). Such increased monitoring frequency shall also be indicated. The Division 
may require by written notification more frequent monitoring of other pollutants not 
required in this permit. 

7. Records Retention 

The permittee shall retain records of all monitoring information, including all 
records of analyses performed, calibration and maintenance of instrumentation, 
copies of all reports required by this permit, and records of all data used to 
complete the application for this permit, for a period of at least three (3) years from 
the date of the sample, measurement, report 'or application. This period may be 
extended by request of the Division at any time. . 

8. Penalties 

The Federal Clean Water Act and the Georgia Water Quality Control Act provide 
that any person who falsifies, tampers with, or knowingly renders inaccurate any 
monitoring device or method required to be maintained under this permit, makes 
any false statement, representation, or certification in any record or other 
document submitted or required to be mai'ntained under ,this permit, including 
monitoring reports or reports of compliance or noncompliance shall, upon 
conviction, be punished by a fine or by imprisonment, or by both. The Federal 
Clean Water Act and' the 'Georgia Water Quality Control Act also provide 
procedures for imposing civil penalties which may be levied for violations of the 
Act, any permit condition or limitation established pursuant to the Act, or 
negligently or intentionally failing or refusing to comply with any final or emergency 
order of the Director of the Division. 

DRAFT 
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A. 	 MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 Change in Discharge 

a. 	 Advance notice to the Division shall be given of any planned changes in 
the permitted facility or activity which may result in noncompliance with 
permit requirements. Any anticipated facility. expansions, production 
increases, or process modifications must be reported by submission of a 
new NPDES permit application or, If such changes will not violate the 
effluent limitations specified in this permit, by notice to the Division of such 
changes. Following such notice, the permit may be modified to specify and 
limit any pollutants not previously limited. 

b. 	 All existing manufacturing, commercial, mining, and silviculture dischargers 
shall notify the Division as soon as it is known or there is reason to believe 
that any activity has occurred or will oc.cur which would result in the 
discharge, on a routine or frequent basis, of any toxic pollutant not limited 
in the permit, if that discharge will exceed (i) 1 00 ~g/l, (ii) five times the 
maximum concentration reported for that pollutant in the permit application, 
or (iii) 200 ~g/l for acrolein and acrylonitrile, 500 ~g/l for 2,4 dinitrophenol 
and for 2-methyl-4-6-dinitfophenol, or.1 mg/l antimony. 

c.. 	 All existing manufacturing, commercial, mining, and silvicultural dischargers 
shall notify the Division as soon as it is known or there is reason to believe 
that any activity has occurred or will occur which would result in any 
discharge on a !1onroutine or infrequent basis, of any toxic pollutant not 
limited in the permit, if that discharge will exceed (i) 500 jJg/l, (ii) ten times 
the maximum concentration reported for that pollutant in the permit 
application, or (iii) 1 mg/l antimony. 

2; 	 Noncompliance Notification 

If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with, or will be unable to comply 
with any effluent limitation specified in this permit, the permittee shall provide the 
Division with an oral report within 24 hours from the time the permittee becomes 
aware of the circumstances followed by a written report within five (5) days of 
becoming .aware of such condition. The written submission shall contain the 
following information: 

a. 	 A description of the discharge and cause of noncompliance; and 

DRAFT 
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. b. 	 The period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times; or, if not 
corrected, the anticipated time the noncompliance is expected to continue, 
and steps being taken to reduce, eliminate and prevent recurrence of the 
noncomplying discharge. 

3. 	 Facilities Operation 

The permittee shall at all times maintain in good working order and operate as 
efficiently as possible all treatment or control facilities or systems installed or used 

. by the· permittee to achieve compliance with the terms and conditions of this 
permit. Proper operation and maintenance includes effective performance, 
adequate funding, adequate operator staffing and training, and adequate laboratory 
and process controls, including appropriate quality assurance procedures. This 
provision requires the oper.ation of back-up or auxiliary facilities or similar systems 
only When necessary to achieve compliance with the conditions of the permit. 

4. 	 Adverse Impact 

The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any discharge 
in violation of this permit which has a reasonable likelihood of adversely.affecting 
human health or the environment, including such accelerated or additional 
monitoring as necessary to determine the nature and impact of the noncomplying 
discharge. 

5. 	 Bypassing. 

a. 	 If the permittee knows in advance of the need for a bypass, it shall submit 
prior notice to the Division at least 10 days (if possible) before the date of 
the bypass. The permittee shall submit notice of any unanticipated bypass 
with an oral report within 24· hours from the time the permittee becomes 
aware of the circumstances followed by a written report within five (5) days 
of becoming aware of such condition. The written submission shall contain 
the following information: 

1. 	 A description of the discharge and cause of noncompliance; and 

2. 	 The period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times; or, 
if not corrected, the anticipated time the noncompliance is expected 
to continue, and steps being taken to reduce, eliminate and prevent 
recurrence of the noncomplying discharge. 

DRAFT 
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b. 	 Any diversion or bypass of facilities covered by this permit is prohibited, 
except (i) where unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury, or 
severe property damage; (ii) there were no feasible alternatives to the 
bypass, such as the use of auxiliary treatment facilities, retention of 
untreated wastes, or maintenance during' normal periods of equipment 
downtime (this condition is not satisfied if the permittee could have installed 
adequate back-up equipment to prevent a bypass which occurred during 
normal periods of equipment downtime or preventive maintenance); and (iii) 
the permittee submitted a notice as required above. The permittee shall 
operate the treatment works, including .the treatment plant and total sewer 
system,' to minimize discharge of the pollutants listed in Part I of this permit 
from combined sewer overflows or bypasses. Upon written notification by 
the Division, the permittee may be required to submit a plan and schedule . 
for reducing bypasses, overflows, and infiltration in the system .. 

6. 	 Sludge' Disposal Requirements 

Hazardous sludge shall be disposed of in accordance with the regulations and 
guidelines established by the Division pursuant to the Federal Clean Water Act 
(CWA) and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). For land 
application of nonhazardous sludge, the permittee shall comply with any applicable 
criteria outlined in the Division's "Guidelines for Land Application of Municipal 
Sludges." Prior to disposal of sludge by land application, the permittee shall 
submi.t a proposal to the Division for approval in accordance with applicable criteria 
in .the Division's "Guidelines for Land Application of Municipal Sludges." Upon 
evaluation of the permittee's proposal, the Division may require that more stringent 
control of this activity is required. Upon written notification, the permittee shall 
submit to the Division for approval, a detailed plan of operation for land application 
of sludge. Upon ,approval, the plan will become a part of the NPDES permit. 
Disposal of nonhazardous sludge by other means, such as landfilling, must be 
approved by the Division. 

7. 	 Sludge Monitoring Requirements 

The permittee shall develop and implement procedures to insure adequate year
round sludge disposal. The permittee shall monitor the volume and concentration 
of solids removed from the plant. Records shall be maintained which document 
the quantity of solids removed from the plant. The ultimate disposal of solids shall 
be reported monthly (in the unit of Ibslday) to the Division with the Operation 
Monitoring. Report Forms required under Part I (C)(2) of this permit: 

DRAFT 
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8. 	 Power Failures 

Upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source of power to said water 
pollution control facilities, the permittee shall use an alternative source of power 
if available to reduce or otherwise control production and/or all discharges in order 
to maintain compliance with the effluent limitations and prohibitions of this permit. 

If such alternative power source is not in existence, and no date for its 
implementation appears in Part I, the permittee shall halt, reduce or otherwise 
control production and/or all discharges from wastewater control facilities upon the 
reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source of power to said wastewater control 
facilities. 

B. 	 RESPONSIBILITIES 

1. 	 Right of Entry 

The permittee shall allow the Director of the Division, the Regional Administrator 
of EPA, and/or their authorized representatives, agents, or employees, upon the 
presentation of credentials: . 

a. 	 To enter upQn the permittee's premises where a regulated activity or facility 
is lo.cated or conducted or where any records are required to be kept under 
the terms and conditions of this permit; and 

b. 	 ' At reasonable times, to have access to and copy any records. req'uired to 
be kept under the terms and conditions of this permit; to inspect any 
facilities, equipment (including monitoring and control equipment). 
practices, or operations regulated or required under this permit; and to 

. sample any substance or parameters in any location. 

2. 	 Transfer of Ownership or Control 

A permit may be transferred to another person by a permittee if: 

a. 	 The permittee notifies the Director in writing of the proposed transfer at 
least thirty (30) days in advance of the proposed transfer; 

b. 	 A written agreement containing a specific date for transfer of permit 
responsibility and coverage 'between the current and new permittee 
(including acknowledgement that the existing permittee is liable for 
'violations up to that date, and that the new permittee is liable for violations 
from that date on) is submitted to the Director at least thirty (30) days in 
advance of the proposed transfer. and 

.; DR fT 
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c. 	 The Director, within thirty (30) days, does not notify the current permittee 
and the new permittee of the Division's intent to modify, revoke and 
reissue, or terminate the permit and to require that a new application be 
filed rather than agreeing to the transfer of the. permit. 

3. 	 Availability of Reports 

Except for data deemed to be confidential under O.C.G.A. § 12-5-26 or by the 
Regional Administrator of the EPA under the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 
40, Part 2, all reports prepared in accordance with the terms of this permit shall 
be available for public inspection at an office of the Division. Effluent data, permit 
applications, permittee's names and addresses, and permits shall not be 
considered confidential. 

4. 	 Permit Modification 

After written notice and opportunity for a hearing, this· permit may be modified, 
suspended, revoked or reissued in whole orin part during its term for cause 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

a. 	 Violation of any conditions of this permit; 

b. 	 Obtaining this permit by misrepresentation or failure to disclose fully all 
relevant facts; . 

c. 	 A change in any condition that requires either a temporary or permanent 
reduction or elimination of the permitted discharge; or 

d. 	 To comply with any applicable effluent limitation issued pursuant to the 
order the United States District Court for the District of Columbia issued on 
June 8, 1976, in Natural Resources Defense Council. Inc. et.al. v. Russell 
Eo Train, 8 ERC 2120(D.D.C. 1976), if the effluent limitation so issued: 

(1) 	 is different in conditions or more stringent than any effluent 
limitation in the permit; or 

(2) 	 controls any pollutant not limited in the permit. 

5. 	 Toxic Pollutants 

The permittee shall comply with effluent standards or prohibitions established 
pursuantto Section 307(a) of the Federal Clean Water Act for toxic pollutants, 

. which are present in the discharge within the time provided in the regulations 
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that establish these standards or prohibitions, even if the permit has not yet been 
modified to incorporate the requirement. 

6. Civil and Criminal Liability 

Nothing in this permit shall be construed to relieve the permittee from civil or 
criminal penalties for noncompliance. 

7. State laws 

Nothing in this. permit shall be construed to preclude the institution of any legal 
action or relieve the permittee from any responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties 
established· pursuant to any applicable State law or regulation under authority 
preserved by Section 510 of the Federal Clean Water Act. 

8. Water Quality Standards 

Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude the modification of any 
condition of this permit when it is determined that the effluent limitations specified 
herein fail to achieve the applicable State water quality standards. 

9. Property Rights 

The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights in either real or 
personal property, or any exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize any injury to 
private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor any infringement of Federal, 
State or local laws or regulations. 

. . 

10. . Expiration of Permit 

Permittee shall not discharge after the expiration date. In order to receive 
authorization to discharge beyond the expiration date, the permittee shall submit 
such information, forms, and fees as are required by the agency authorized to 
issue permits no later than 180 days prior to the expiration date. 

11. Contested Hearings 

Any person who is aggrieved or adversely affected by an action of the Director of 
the Division shall petition the Director for a hearing within thirty (30)days of notice . 
of such action. 
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12. 	 Severability 

. 	 . \ 
The provisions of this permit are severable, and if any provision of this permit, or 
the application of any provision of this permit to any circumstance,is held invalid; 
the application of such provision to other circumstances, and the remainder of this 
permit, shall not be affected thereby, 

13. 	 Best Management Practices 

The permittee will implement best management practices to control the discharge 
of hazardous and/or toxic materials from ancillary manufacturing activities. Such 

. activities include, but are not limited to, materials storage areas, in-plant transfer, . 
process and material handling areas; loading and unloading operations; plant site 
runoff; and sludge and waste disposal areas, 

14. 	 Need to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a Defense 

It shall not be a defense for a permittee in an enforcement action that it would· 
have been necessary to halt or reduce the pe.rmitted activity in order to maintain 
compliance with the conditions of this permit. 

15. 	 Duty to Provide Information 

a. 	 The permittee shall furnish to the Director of the Division, within a 
reasonable time, any information which the Director may request to 
determine whether cause exists for modifying, revoking and reissuing, or 
terminating this permit or to determine compliance with this permit. . The 
permittee .shall also furnish upon request copies of records required to be .. 
kept by this permit. . 

b. 	 When the permittee becomes aware that it failed to submit any relevant 
facts in a permit application or submitted incorrect information in a permit 
application or any report to the Director, it shall promptly submit such facts 
and information. . 

16. . 	 Upset Provisions 

Provisions of 40 CFR 122.41 (n)(1 )-(4). regarding "Upset" shall be applicable to any 
civil, criminal, or administrative proceeding brought to enforce this permit. 
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A. 	 PREVIOUS PERMITS 

1. 	 All previous State water quality permits i~sued to this facility, whether for 
construction or operation, are hereby revoked by the issuance of this permit. This 
action is taken to assure compliance with the Georgia Water Quality Control Act, 
as amended, and the Federal Clean Water Act, ,as amended. Receipt of the 
permit constitutes notice of such action. The conditions, requirements, terms and 
provisions of this permit authorizing discharge under the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System govern discharges from this facility. 

B. 	 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 River samples shall be collected and analyzed twice a month during the months, 
May through November. Samples shall betaken from the U., S. 301 Highway 
bridge, the Rayonier marker just upstream from the confluence of Penholloway 
Creek and the Altamaha River, and the monitoring station at Everett City. 
Sampling shall be done near midstream or at a point which is judged to be 
representative of the river. Collection of samples shall be taken when flows are 
less than 10,000 cfs and when the river is at steady flow conditions. The time of 

. collection 	at the various points shall coincide with time of travel for the river. 
Samples shall be analyzed for the following: 

a. 	 BODs and BOD40 

b. 	 Dissolved Oxygen 

c. 	 pH 

d. 	 Temperature 

Also, river stage and associated flow at Doctortown should be reported during 
periods scheduled for sampling whether or not sampling is actually conducted 
during that time. 

2. 	 The data from the river sampling program described above will be used by the 
Environmental Protection Division to refine and update the current stream model. 
If water quality violations are documented, limitations in Part I, Section A.1. will be 
adjusted accordingly. 

3. 	 The permittee shall monitor all seventeen congeners of dioxin (2,3;7,8-TeDD) and 
furan (2,3,7,8-TCDF) in ambient fish fillet tissue in the facility's receiving stream. 
The dioxin monitoring program shall be conducted in accordance with the S.t.u.d¥ 
plan To Conduct Dioxin Monitoring In Fish Tissue From The Vicinity Of Five 
Georgia Bleached Kraft Mills, March 31, 1989, The first sampling/testing program 
shall be conducted in 1998 with the report submitted to the Director. The intent 
is to have this program repeated every three years. 

DRAFTEPD 2.21-14 
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4. 	 Substances or parameters to be sampled in Part II.B.1.b. shall apply only to those 
which are required to assure permit compliance or as otherwise authorized by the 
Clean Water Act. 

5. 	 The permittee shall monitor beryllium for at least twelve months on a monthly 
basis. If the results of at least ten out of twelve monthly samples indicate that this 
substance is less than EPD's minimum'detection level of 1 0 ~gll, then the EPD 
may terminate or lessen the monitoring requirement. If the results indicate that the 
substance is equal to or greater than 1 0 ~g/I in at least ten out of twelve monthly 
samples, the permit shall be modified to include a WET (Whole Effluent Toxicity) 
limit, chronic biomonitoring, and further monthly monitoring for this substance. 

C. 	 BIOMONITORING ,AND TOXICITY REDUCTION REQUIREMENTS 

The permittee may not discharge toxic wastes in concentrations or combinations which 
are harmful to humans, fish or aquatic life. The permittee shall ensure that the effluent 
being discharged does not kill 10% or more of the exposed test organisms in 96 hours or . 
less, when the test solution contains volumes ofeffluent and stream water proportional 
to the plant design flow and the 7Q10 flow of the receiving stream. 

1. 	 If toxicity is suspected in the permittee's effluent, the Division may require the 
permittee to develop a program for whole effluent biomonitoring. The schedule will, 
be as follows: 

a. 	 Within 90 days of Division notification, a study plan detailing the test' 
methodology and test organisms shall be submitted for conducting forty" 
eight hour acute static renewal tests of the final effluent. If residual 
chlorine is present in the final effluent from treatment and/or disinfection 
processes, a prechlorinated or dechlorinated sample will also be tested. 

b. 	 Within 90 days of Division approval of the study plan, the permittee will 
conduct and submit the results of the forty"eight hour static renewal tests. 

2. 	 If toxiCity is found in the permittee's effluent, the permittee shall, within 90 days of 
written notification by the Division, submit a Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) 
plan to the Division. The TRE plan shall detail the action the permittee will 
implement to eliminate toxiCity. Within 270 days of Division approval of the TRE 
plan, the permittee shall complete implementation ofthe TRE plan and conduct 
follow-up biomonitoring of the effluent i.n accordance with the approved TRE plan. 
If toxicity is still indicated, the permittee shall continue the TRE plan. The TRE 
plan shall not be complete until the pennittee has eliminated the toxicity in its 
effluent. On a .case specific basis. chronic toxicity testing procedures may be 
required for the definitive determinatiOn that toxicity has been eliminated. 

DRAFT 

EPD 2.21-15 
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3. 	 If toxicity is not indicated initially. or if there are sUbstantial changes in the effluent 
composition, the permittee may be required to repeat the forty.;.eight hour static 
renewal test upon notification by the Division. On a case specific basis, chronic 

,toxicity testing procedures may also' be required. 

Upon approval by the Division, all study plans and TRE plans will become, part of the 
, requirements of this permit. 

DRAFT 

EPO 2.21-16 
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" Georgia Department of Natural ~esources 
" 

205. Butler Street, S.E., Suite 1252, Atlanta, Georgia 30334 
J. Leonard Ledbetter, Commissioner 

404/656-3500 

February 2, 1990 

Mr. Robert A. 'McCrary 
Manager - Environmental Control 
ITT Rayonier, Inc. 
P. O. Box 2070 
Jesup, Georgia 31545 

Re: NPDES Permit No. GA 0003620 

Dear M~. McCrary: 

Pursuant to the Georgia Water Quality Control Act, as amended, the. Federal 
Clean Water Act, as amended, and the Rules and Regulations promulgated there
under, we have today modified the referenced National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the specified wastewater treatment 
facility. Under the, provisions of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water 
Act, the Georgia Environmental Protection Division is required to issue this 
modification prior to February 4, 1990. 

Based on your most recent NPDES application or other information available 
to the Division, we have determined that certain modifications to your NPDES 

'permit are required to assure compliance with' the water quality standards. 
The 
be 
con

modifications 
inserted as 

ditions,of the 

are 
additi
NPDES 

given 
ons 
perm

in 
to 
it re

the 
your 
main 

attached pages 2a 
current permit. 

unchanged. 

and 
All 

l2a 
other 

which 
terms 

are to 
and 

Sincerely, 

JLL:azk 
Enclosure 

cc: Mr. JohnT. Marlar (w/en~losure) 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
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STATE.OF GEORGIA 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL-PROTECTION DIVISION 

I 

1. 	 During the period beginning effective date and lasting through December 1, 1992, 
the permittee is authorized to discharge from outfa11(s) serial number(s) 001 and 002 - Process 
wastewater, sanitary wastes, and stormwater runoff. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by "the permittee as specified below: 

Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements 
Mass Based Concentration Based 

Measurement Sample Sample 
Daily Avg. Daily Max. Daily Avg. Daily" Max. Frequency Type Location 

Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)1 .00103 }.lg/l Quarterly· 	 24-Hour Effluent 
Composite 

Bis(2 Ethyl-hexyl)Phthalate Annual 	 24-Hour Effluent 
Composite 

Chloroform Annual 	 24-Hour. Effluent 
Composite 

1. The permittee shall adhere to the analytical protocol described in Appendix C of 
'"d'"d '"dthe U. S. EPA/Paper Industry Cooperative Dioxin Screening Study (EPA 440/1-88-025, 	 (l) Il> :>
'iOQMarch 1988) when analyzing wastewater effluent samples for 2,3,7,8~TCDD. 	 S (l) ~ 
1-'

'M' N H 

The effluent sample location shall be defined as the discharge stream after treatment, 	 Z 
Il> 

obut prior to mixing with any other waters. 	 . H'! 
0 

01-'
:>w 
0 
0 
0 
W 
0'1 
N 
0 
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6. 	 The permittee shall monitor for dioxin (2,3,7 ,8-TCDD) and· furan 
(2,3,7,8-TCDF) in ambient fish tissue in the facility's receiving 
stream. The dioxin monitoring program shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Study Plan To Conduct Dioxin Monitoring In 
Fish Tissue From The Vicinity Of Five Georgia Bleached Kraft 
Mills, March 31, 1989. The sampling/testing program shall bel 
conducted on an annual basis,· with annual reports submitted to 
the Director. 

7. 	 The Director recommends that the permittee develop and implement 
Best Management Practices (BMP's) for chlorine minimization in 
the pulp bleach plant and for total suspended solids minimization 

I 

in 	 the final effluent. Furthermore, the Director recommends 
that such BMP' s include the necessary studies to determine if 
process modifications to the bleach plant and/or additional 
effluent controls are feasible for the permittee's facility. 
Should the permittee decide that such studies are warranted, 
these studies shall be conducted and a report of· their findi.ngs 
submitted to the Director by December 31. 1990. To the. maximum 
extent practicable, the permittee shall implement the findings 
of the chlorine minimization and total suspended solids minimiza
tion studies by no later than June.4.· 1992 • 

. ~ I) 
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STATE OF GEORGIA 

VEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION VIVISION 

. 270 WMhing:to n StJtee:t, S. W. 


Atlanta, Geangia 30334 
. ~ ~-:: '

FACT SHEET 

, APPLICATION FOR 
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 


PERMIT TO DISCHARGE TREATED WASTEWATER 

TO WATERS OF THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Application No.' .GA 0003620 Date January 4,1990 

1. SYNOPSIS OF APPL1CATION 

a. ' Name and Address of Appl icant 

ITT Rayonier, Inc. 
P. O. Box 207 

Jesup, Georgia 31545 


b. Description of Applicant's Operation 

Pulp and Paper Mill, produces market bleached kraft and dissolving 
kraft. 

c. Production Capacity of Facility 

1740 ADT/day, may be increased to 1940 ADT/day by 1990. 

/ 

d. Applicant's Receiving Waters 

Altamaha River 

Fora'sketchshowing the location of the discharge(sL see 

Attachment A. 


e. Description of Existing Pollution Abat~ment Facil ;ties' 

Screening 

Primary Clarification 

Nutrient Addition 

Aeration Basin 


\ 

EPD2.22-1 




f. Description of Discharges (as reported by applicant) 
., ..-:;. 

Serial 001 and 002 Combined 


Average Flow 62 mgd

Average Winter Temperature - 22°C 

Average Summer Temperature - 34°C 
pH Range (std. units) . 7.0 to 8.4 

Pollutants which are present in significant quantities or which 
are subject to effluent limitation are as follows: 

Effluent Characteristic Reported Load 

BODS 32 mgll 

Total Suspended Solids 57 mgll 

'. 

Stormwater Runoff Point Sources 

Average Flow. Varies 

Average Winter Temperature - N/A

Average Summer Temperature - N/A

pH Range (ltd~ units) 7.1 


Pollutants which are present in significant quantities or which 
are subject to effluent 1 imitation are as follows: 

. Effl uent Characteristic Reported Load 

BODS 5 mgl1 

Total Suspended Solids 2 mg/1 

EPO 2.22-2 




2. . PROPOSED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

Serial 001 and 002 - Combined 
" w .... ~.:;.. ,_" 

Permitted Maximum Temperature - N/A 

Permitted pH Range (std. units) - 6.0 - 9.0 


Effluent Characteristic 	 Discharge Limitation 

BOD5 
May 1 - November 30 22,300 lbs/day Avg.Daily 

33,450 lbs/day Max.Daily 

December 1 - April 30 	 32,000 lbs/day Avg.Daily 
48,000 lbs/day Max.Daily 

BODS limitations may be increased to 35,000 lbs/day average daily and 
52,500 lbs/day maximum daily during wintertime months (December 1 
April 30) if anticipated production in 1990 is reached. 

Total Suspended Solids 	 42,010 lbs/day Avg.Daily 
77,600 lbs/day Max.Daily 

Serial. - N/A 

Permitted Maximum Temperature 
Permitted pH Range (std. units) 

Effluent Characteristic 	 Discharge Limitation 

EPD 2.22-4 
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3. 	 MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

The applicant will be required to monitor regularly for flow and those 
parameters Jimited in Section 2 above with sufficient frequency to ensure 
compliance with the permit conditions. Frequency, methods of sampling" 
and reporting dates will be specified in the final permit . 

. 4. PROPOSED COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE FOR ATTAINING EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

N/A 

5. 	 PROPOSED SPECIAL CONDITIONS WHICH WILL HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT, 
ON THE DISCHARGE 

See Part III, Special Requirements of NPDES permit, attached. 

EPD 2.22-6 . 




6~ WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AND EFFLUENT STANDARDS APPLIED TO THE DISCHARGE 

The Altamaha::cRiver is classified as fishing. The effluent limitations 
were derived to meet this classification. 

7. PROCEDURES FOR THE FORMULATION OF FINAL DETERMINATIONS 
J 

a. Comment Period 

The Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD) proposes to issue an 
NPDES permit to this applicant subject to the effluent limitations and 
special conditions outlined above. These determinations are tentative. 

Interested persons are invited to submit written comments on the permit 
application or on EPD·s proposed determinations to the following address: 

l 
) 	Georgia I!:nvironmental Protection Division 
. 	 205 Butler Street, S.E. 

Floyd Towers East, RQom 1070 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

All comments received prior to 
will be considered in the formulation of final determinations with regard 

. to this' appl ication. 

b. Public Hearings 

Any appl icant, a!fected state or i~terstate a~e.ncy, the Regional. Administrator 
of the U. S. Envlronmental Protgctlon Agency (EPA) or any other lnterested 
agency, person or group of persons may request a public hearing with respect 
to an NPDES permit appl ication if such request is filed within thirty (30) . 
days following the date of the public notice for such application. Such 
request must indicate the interest of the party filing the request, the 
reasons why a hearing is requested, and those specific portions of the 
application or other NPDES form or information to be considered at the 
public hearing •. The Director shall hold a hearing if he determines that 
t~ere is sufficient public interest in holding such a hearing. If/a public
hearing is held, notice of same shall be provided at least thirty (30) days 
in advance of the hearing ~ate. 

EPD 2.22-7 
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In the event that a public hearing is held, both oral and written comments 
wi 11 be accepted; however, for the accuracy of the reco rd, written commen ts 
are encoura~~~ The Director or his designee reserves the right to fix 
reasonable limits on the time allowed for oral statements and such other 
procedural requirements as he deems appropriate.' ',.~' .' 

Following a public hearing, the Director, unless he should decide to deny 

the permit, may make such modifications in the te.rms and conditions of the 


. proposed permi tas may be appropriate and shall issue the permit. Notice 
of issuance or denial will be circulated to those persons or groups who 
participa~ed in the hearing; to those persons or groups who submitted written 
comments to the Director on the proposed permit within thirty (30) days from 
the date of the public notice of the application for permit; and to all persons 
or groups included on the EPD mailing list. , .. 

c •. 	 Contested Hearings 

Any. person who is aggrieved or adversely affected by the issuance, or denial 

of a permit by the Director of EPD may petition the Director for a hearin~ 

if such petition is filed in the office of the Director within thirty (30) 

days from the date of notice of such permit issuance or denial. Such hear

ing shall be held in accordance with the EPD Rules, Water Quality Control, 

subparagraph 391-3-6-.01. . 


Petitions for a. contested hearing must include the following: 

1. 	 The name and address of the petitioner; 

2. 	 The grounds under which petitioner alleges to be aggrieved or 
adversely affected by the issuance or denial of a permit; 

3•. 	The reason or reasons why petitioner takes issue with the action 
of the Director; 

4. 	 All other matters asserted by p.etitioner which are rel evant to the 
action in question. . 

d. 	 Issuance of the Permit When No Public Hearing is Held 

If no pub'lic hearing is held, and, after review of the written comments 

received, the Director determines that a permit should be issued and that 

his determinations as set forth-'in the proposed permit are substantially

unchanged, the permit will be issued and will become final in the absence 

of a request for a Contested Hearing. Notice of issuance or deni~l will 

be circul ated to those persons who .submitted wri tten comments to the 

Director on the proposed permit within thirty (30) days from the date of 

the public notice of such proposed permit; and to all persons or groups

included on the EPO mailing list. ' 


EPD 	 2.22-8 . 
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If no public hearing is held, but the Director determines, after a review 
<?f the written comments received, that a permit should be issued but 
that substJmtial changes in the proposed permit are warranted, public 
notice of the revised determinations will be given and written comments 

"accepted in the same manner as the initial notice of application was 
given and written comments accepted pursuant to EPD Rules ~ Water Quality 
Control, subparagraph 39l-3-6-.06(7)(b). The Director shall provide 
an opportunity for public hearing on the revised determinations. Such 
opportunity for public hearing and the issuance or denial of a permit 
thereafter shall be in accordance' with the procedur"es as set forth above. 

"8. DIOXIN MONITORING AND EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

The NPDES permit for this bleached kraft pulp and paper mill was reopened 
on June I, 1989 to incorporate water quality-based effluent limitations 
for dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD). The present permit modification contains 

"a daily maximum effluent limitation for dioxin that is based upon the 
10-5 human health risk factor. The effluent limitation was derived 
as' shown below: 

Design Annual Average 10-5 Daily Maximum 
Discharge ~tream Flow Dilution HUman Health Effluent 
Flow (~fs)~~4 -. (cfs) Factor Criteria (~g/l) Limit (pg/i) 

,~ 

95.5 13,567 143 0~0000072 0.00103 

In addition, the permittee shall conduct annual monitoring" for dioxin" 
and for furan (2,3,7,8-TCDF) in fish tissue in the mill's recel.vl.ng 

"stream. This" monitoring program shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Study Plan To Conduct Dioxin Monitoring In Fish Tissue From The 
Vicinity Of Five Georgia Bleached Kraft Mills, March 31, 1989. 

9. Bis(2-Ethyl-hexyl)Phthalate and Chloroform Monitoring Requirements 

10-6 human health criterion for chloroform and Bis(2-Ethyl-hexyl) 
Phthalate has been established at 100 pg/l and '5.92 pgll respectively. 
Calculated instream waste concentrations are less than 50 percent of 
the established human health criteria using average flow. Therefore, 
only monitoring is required. 

• 


EPD 2.22-.9 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


REGION IV 


345 COURTLAND STREET, N.E. 
. ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365 

FEE 2 1 1990 

REF: 4WM-FP 

Mr. Jack c. Dozier, P.E., Chief 
Water Protection Branch 
Environmental Protection Division 
Georg~a Department of Natural Resources 
Floyd Towers East - Room 1058 
205 Butler Street, S'. E. 
At1anta, Georgia 30334 

RE: NPDES Ove,rview 

Dear Mr. Dozier: 

In accordance with the EPA!EPD MOA, we have completed review of the 
fo~lowing final permit modifications and have no objections to the 
proposed permit conditions. 

NPDES Number Facility Name 

GA0003620 ITT Rayonier, Inc. 

GA0003654 Federal Paper Board Company, Inc. 

If you have any questions, please call Ms. Yvonne Martin at 347-3012. 

Sincerely yours, 

John T. Marlar ,Chief 
Facilities Performance Branch 
Water Management Division 



;. .... .' '. . . '. " ' . 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IV 

. 345 COURTLAND STREET. N,E, 
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365 .JAN 	 17 1990 

REF;: 4WM-FP 

Mr. Jack C. Dozier, P.E., Chief 

Water Protection Branch 

Environmental Protection Division 

Geoxqia Department of Natural Resources 

Floyd Towers East - Room 1058 

205 Butler Street, S.E. 

Atl.anta,Georgia 30334 


RE: 	 ITT Rayonier, Inc. 

NPDES Permit NumberGA0003620 


DeaxMr. Dozier: 

We have completed our review of the draft permit modification for the 
referenced facility and wish to offer the following comments: 

1. 	 There are. no specific best management practices (BMP's) written 
into the permit. BMP's directed at control of 2,3,7,8-TCDD found 
in the facility's effluent and sludge should be included in the 
permit. These sources .indicated detectable quantities of the(' 	 pollutant during the recent u.s. EPA/Paper Industry Cooperative 
Dioxin Study. . 

2 .. . The study plan'· to conduct dioxin monitoring , referenced on 
Page ',,12a of the' proposed permit, has been evaluated by the 
Environmental Services Division, Ecological Support Branch. It 
is recommended that this plan should be revised to correct 
several deficiencies· noted during that review. (For your 
information, a copy of the internal memorandum of review is 
enclosed.) As indicated in our July 31, 1989, correspondence 
concerning this facility, it is requested that a copy of the 
final. report of the 1989 dioxin monitoJ;ing program be submitted 
to this office as spon as available. 

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact 
Ms. Yvonne Martin at 347-3012. 

Sincerely yours, 

John T. 	Marlar, Chief 
Facilities Performance Branch 
Water Management Division 

Enc1osur~ 

l"'\\~ 
L~\,-'V".'~.~S ....'" \. \ , ... 



Georgia DepQrtment of Natural Resources 
205 Butler Street, S.E., Suite 1252, Atlanta, Georgia 30334 ' 

J. 	Leonard Ledbetter. Commissioner 
404/656·3500 

Januar1 31, 1990 

~J ~'~ \>c-c_Ar-,-~k 

Mr. Greer C. Tidwell 

Regional Administrator 

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Region IV' 

345 Courtland Street 

Atlanta, Georgia 30365 


Dear Mr. Tidwell: 

As you are aware, the Department of Natural Resources iS,in the ,process 

of modifying the NPDES permits of five Georgia pulp and paper mills to add 

water quality limitations for2,3,7,8-TCDD (dioxin). Based on available 

information, all of these mills are in full compliance with Georgia t s water 

quality standard for dioxin. These' dioxin limitations are ,being added to 


'address the dioxin issue and to reassure the public rather than to correct 
any identified water quality problems. None of these mills should be included 
on the 304(1) list for dioxin, and we are officially withdrawing our earlier 
recommendation that they should be added to that list. Please refer to 
the attached' copies of the latest guidance from EPA headquarters on this 
subject. 

Copies of Mr. Marlar I s comment letters on these draft modifications 
are enclosed for reference. Considering that the five mills are in compli
ance, there is no need to include specific best management practices in 
the permits, and the study plan to conduct dioxin monitoring is fully, t ~ 
adequate. The dilution factor used to calculate, effluent limits in the . • C!::,,~ 
Georgia Pacific modification was derived from the mathematical model of~~ 
the Turtle River. Although we would be ~. to discuss the mOdeli~gc.fJP"
procedure, with your staff, there is no simple data set. that would allow , 
them to reproduce the dilution factor derivation. ' 

Regarding Mr. Marlar's statement that the proposed modification for 

Georgia Pacific Corporation is not a valid action and that EPD must submit 

a draft permit "ia" its entirety," I would point out that EPDilas been trying 

to reissue this permit for years. Most 'recently, we devoted a great deal 

of time and effort developing a use attainability analysis, of the Turtle 

River. The study, which included recommendations for permit changes to 

assure compliance with dissolved oxygen standards in the Turtle River, was 

submitted for EPA review on June 9, 1989. We have not yet received any' 

response. We will be happy to submit a draft permit in its entirety to 

EPA once you have approved recommendations of the use attainability analysis. 


Sincerely, 

~Le 
.~-

nard Ledbetter . 
Commissioner 

JLL:mck 
Enclosure 

c.c: Mr.' Ray Cunn ingham 
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Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
205 Butler Street, S.E .. Floyd Towers East, Atlanta. Georgia 30334 

J. Leonard Ledbetter, Commissioner 
Harold F, Reheis, Assistant -Director 

Environmental Protection Division 

January 4; 1990 

Mr. Robert A. McCrary 
Manager - Environmental Control 

. ITT Rayonier, Inc. 
P. O~ Box 2070 

Jesup, Georgia 31545 


Re: NPDES Permit No. GA 0003620 

Dear Mr. McCrary: 

On December 6, 1989, the Board of Natural Resources adopted extensive 
amendments to Georgia's water quality regulations. These amendments added numerical 
'instream criteria for numerous additional toxic pollutants. The Environmental Protection 
Division is now in the process of screening effluent data from all dischargers and 
modifying NPDES discharge permits where necessary to assure compliance with the 
water quality standards. A copy of the amended regulations is enclosed. 

Generally, .annual monitoring will be required for all toxic pollutants for which 

Georgia has adopted a standard if they are believed to be present in the discharge above 

the' analytical detection limit. For any pollutant which is believed to be present at 

50% or more 'of the concentration allowed by the instream criteria, a permit limitation 

will be established and more frequent monitoring may be required. If 'necessary, a 

schedule extending no later than December 31, 1991 can be allowed for attaining 

compllancewith new permit limitations. Permit modifications for all discharges which 

are believed to be exceeding concentrations allowed by the criteria must be completed 

by February 4, 1990. 


Based on your most recent data supplementing the NPDES application, we have 

determined that. certain modifications to your draft NPDES permit are required to assure 

compliance with the water quality standards. The proposed, modifications are given 

in the attached pages 2a and 12a which are to be inserted as additions to your current 

permit. 


If you have any comments or questions regarding this proposed change, please 

contact Mr. Larry Klciet at 404-656-4887. 


. Sincerely. !J ~ . 

'7~4~~ 
Michael S. Creason, P.E. 
South Unit Coordinator 
Industrial Wastewater Program 

MSC:lkk:023 
Enclosures 

cc: Mr. John T. Marlar (w/enclosures) 
U. S. EnvironmentalProtection Agency 
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STATE OF GEORGIA 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 

" .......,,,.. e\. .. .....,.. " ,./Oj1.. 

______-J_ ~ 

1. 	 During the period beginning effective date and lasting through December 1, 1992, 
the permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall(s) serial number(s) 001 and 002 - Process 
wastewater, sanitary wastes, and stormwater runoff. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements 
Mass Based Concentration Based 

Measurement Sample Sample 

Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)1 

Daily Avg. Daily Max. Daily Avg. Daily Max. 

~....t;(.6[ 
- J;~" • 00103 J.lgll 
,,\ t~'\... 

Frequency 

Quarterly 

Type 

24-Hour 
Composite 

Location 

Effluent 

r-BiS(2 Ethyl-hexy1)Phtha1ate Annual 24-Hour Effluent 
Ml Composite 

lCh1oroform Annual 	 24-Hour Effluent 
Composite 

1. The permittee shall adhere to the analytical protocol described in Appendix C of 
"d"d "dthe U. S. EPA/Paper Industry Cooperative Dioxin Screening Study (EPA 440/1-88-025, (l) II> >

March 1988) when analyzing wastewater effluent samples for 2,3,7,8-TCDD. ~~ ~ 
r" 
I"tN H 

The effluent sample location shall be defined as the discharge stream after treatment, 	 2: 
II> 

obut prior to mixing with any other waters. 	 . 0 
H'I 

C') ....... 

>-w 
0 
0 
0 
W 
0\ 
N 
0 

DRAFT 




STATE OF GEORGIA PART III 
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6. 	 ·The permittee shall monitor for dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) and furan 
(2,3,7,8-TCDF) in ambient fish tissue in "the faCility's receiving 
stream. The dioxin monitoring program· shall be conducted in 
accordance with the Study Plan To Conduct Dioxin Monitoring In 
Fish Tissue From The Vicinity Of Five Georgia Bleached Kraft 
Mills, March 31, 1989. The sampling/testing program shall be 
conducted. on an annual basis, with annual reports submitted to 
the Director. 

7. 	 The Director recommends tha~ the permittee develop and implement 
Best Management Practices (BMF IS) for chlorine minimiZation in 
the pulp bleach plant and for total suspended solids minimization 
in the final effluent. Furthermore, the Director recommends 
that such BMP's include the necessary studies to determine if 
process modifications to the bleach plant and/or additional 
effluent controls are feasible for the permittee's facility. 
Should the permittee decide that such studies are warranted, 
these studies shall be conducted and a report of their findings 
submitted to the Director by December 31, 1990. To the maximum 
extent practicable, the perm'ittee shall implement the findings 
of the chlorine minimization and total suspended solids minimiza
tion studies by no later than June 4, 1992. 

DRAFT 
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STATE OF GEORGIA 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 

·270 Wcuh..ington S.tIted, S. W. 


Atlanta. , GeoJtgi..a. 303 34 


FACT SHEET 


APPLICATION FOR 

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 


PERMIT TO DISCHARGE TREATED WASTEWATER 

TO WATERS OF THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Janu·ary 4, 1990Application No. GA 0003620 	 Date 

1. 	 SYNOPSIS OF APPLICATION. 

a•. Name and Address of Appl icant 


ITT Rayonier, Inc. 

P. O. Box 207 . 

Jesup, Georgia 31545 


b. Description of Applicant's Operation 

Pulp and Paper Mill, produces market bleached kraft and dissolving 
kraft. 

c. 	 Production Capacity of Facility 


1740 ADT/day, may be increased to 1940 ADT/day by 1990. 


d. 	 Applicant's Receiving Waters 


Altamaha River 


For a sketch sho~ing the location of the discharge(sl, see 
Attachment A. 

e. 	 Description of Existing Pollution Abatement Faci1ities 

Screening 

Primary Clarification 

Nutrient Addition 

Aeration Basin 


, 
EPD 2.22-1 
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f. 	 Description of Discharges (as r~ported by applicant) 

.Serial 001 and 002 Combined 

Average Flow' 62 mgd 
. Average Wi nter Temperature - 22°C 
. Average Summer Temperature - 34°C 

pH Range (std. units) .7.0 to 8.4 

Pollutants which are present in significant quantities or which 
are 	subject to effluent limitation are as follows: 

Effluent 	Characteristic Reported Load 

BODS 32 mg/l 

Total Suspended Solids 57 mg/1 

Stormwater Runoff Point Sources 


Average Flow Varies 

Average Winter Temperature - N/A

Average Summer Temperature - N/A
pH Range (std. units) 7.1 

Pollutants which are present in significant quantities or which 
are subject to effluent limitation are as follows: . 


Effluent Characteristic Rep9.rted Load 


5 mg/l 


Total Suspended Solids 2 mg/l 


EPD 	 2.22-2 




2. PROPOSED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

Serial 001 and 002 - Combined 

Permitted Max imum Temperature - N/A 

. Pe~mitted pH Range (std. units) - 6.0 - 9.0 


Effluent Characteristic 	 Discharge Limitation 

BOD5 
May 1 - November 30 22,300 1bs/day Avg.Dai1y 

33,450 1bs/day Max.Dai1y 

December 1 - April 30 	 32,000 lbs/day Avg.Daily 
48,000 1bs/day Max.Dai1y 

BOD5 limitations may be increased to 35,000 	1bs/dayaverage daily and 
52,500 1bs/day maximum daily during wintertime months (December 1 
April 30) if anticipated production in 1990 	is reached. 

Total Suspended Solids 	 42,010 1bs/day Avg.Dai1y 
77,600 1bs/day Max.Dai1y 

Seri a 1 - N/A 

Permitted Maximum Temperature 
Permitted pH Range (std. units)

Effluent Characteristic 	 Discharge Limitation 

EPD 2.22-4 




3. MONITORING REQUIREMENTS. 

The applicant will be required to monitor regularly for flow and those 
parameters limited in Section 2 above with sufficient frequency to ensure 
compliance with the permit conditions. Frequency. methods of sampling,
and reporting dates .wi1l .be specified in the final. permit. 

4. PROPOSED COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE FOR ATTAINING EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

N/A 

5. PROPOSED SPECIAL CONDITIONS WHICH WILL HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
ON THE DISCHARGE . . 

See Part III, Special Requirements of NPDES permit, attached. 

EPD 2.22-6 
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6. WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AND EFFLUENT STANDARDS APPLIED TO THE DISCHARGE 

The Altamaha River is classified as fishing. The effluent limitations 
were derived to meet this classification. 

, 7. PROCEDURES FOR THE FORMULATION OF FINAL DETERMINATIONS 

a. Comment Period 

The Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD) proposes to issue an 
NPDES permit to this applicant subject to the effluent limitations and 
special conditions outlined above. These determinations.are tentative. 

Interested persons are invited to submit written comments on the permit 
application or on EPD1s proposed determinations to the following address: 

Georgia~nvironmental Protection Division 
205 ~utler Street, S.E. ' 
Floyd Towers East, Room 1070 
Atlanta, Georgia, 30334 

All comments received prior to 
will be considered in the formulation of final determinations with regard 
to this application. 

b•. Publ ic Hearings 

Any applicant, affected state or interstate agency, the Regional Administrator 
of the U.S. Environmental Protgction Agency (EPA) or'any other interested 
agency~ person or group of persons mayrequest'a public hearing with respect 
to an NPDES permit application if such request is filed within thirty (30) 
days following the date of the public notice for such application. Such 
request must indicate the interest of the party filing the request, the 
reasons why a hearing is requested, and those specific portions of the 
application or other NPDES.form or information to be consfdered at the 
public hearing~ The Director shall hold a hearing if he determines that' 
there is sufficient public interest in holding such a hearing. If a public 
hearing is held, notice of same shall be provided at least thirty (30) days 
in advance of the hearing date. 

EPD 2.22-7 
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In the event that a public hearing is held, both oral and written comments 
will be accepted; however, for the accuracy of the record, written comments 
are' encouraged. The Director or his designee reserves the right to fix 
reasonable limits on the time allowed for oral statements and such other 
procedural requirements as he deems appropriate. 

Following a public hearing, the Director, unless he should decide to deny
the permit, may make such modifications in the terms and conditions of the 
proposed permit as may be appropriate and shall issue the permit. Notice 
of issuance or deni a 1 wi 11 be c i rcul ated to those persons or groups who 
participated in the hearing; to those persons or groups who submitted written 
comments to the Director on the proposed permit within thirty (30) days from 
the date of the public notice of the application for permit; and to all persons 
or groups included on the EPD mailing list. 

c. 	 Contested Hearings 

Any person who is aggrieved or adversely affected by the issuance or denial 
of a permit by the Director of EPD may petition the Director for a hearing
if such petition is filed in the office of the Director within thirty (30)
days from the date of notice of such permit issuance or denial. Such hear
ing shall be held in accordance with the EPD Rules, Water Quality Control, 
subparagraph 391-3-6-.01. 

Petitions for a contested hearing must include the following: 

1. 	 The name and address of the petitioner; 

2.. 	The grounds under which petitioner alleges to be aggrieved or 

adversely affected by the issuance or denial of a permit; 


3. 	 The reason or reasons why petitioner takes issue with the action 
of the Director; 

4. 	 All other matters asserted by petitioner which are relevant to the 
action in question. 

d.Issuance of the Pe~mit When No Public Hearing is Held 

If no public hearing is held, and, after review of the written comments 
received, the Director determines that a permit should be issued and that 
his determinations as set forth-'in the proposed permit are substantially
unchanged, the permit will be issued and will become final in the absence 
of a request for a Contested Hearing. Notice of issuance or denial will 
be ci.rculated to those persons who submitted written comments to the 
Director on the proposed permit within thirty (30) days from the date of 
the public notice of such proposed permit; and to all persons or groups 
included on the EPD mailing list. 

EPD 	 2.22-8 
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If no public hearing is held, but the Director determines, after a review 
of the written comments received, that a permit should be issued but 
that substantial changes in the proposed permit are warranted, public 
notice of the revised determinations will be given and written comments 
accepted. in the same manner as the initial notice of application was 
given and written comments accepted pursuant to EPD Rules, Water' Quality 
Control, subparagraph 391-3-6-.060)(b). The Director shall provide 
an opportunity for public hearing on the revised determinations. Such 
opportunity for public hearing and the issuance or denial of a permit 
thereafter shall be in accordance with the procedures as set forth above. 

8. DIOXIN MONITORING AND EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

The NPDES permit for this bleached kraft pulp and paper mill was reopened 
on June 1, 1989 to incorpotate water quality-based effluent limitations 
for dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD). The present permit modification contains 
a daily maximum effluent limitation for dioxin that is based upon the 
10-5 human health risk factor. The effluent limitation was derived 
as shown below: 

Design Annual Average 10-5 Daily Maximum 
Discharge Stream Flow Dilution Human Health Effluent 
Flow (mgd) (mgd) Factor Criteria (}lg/!) Limit (}lg/!) 

\;1:.................& c.ow ...... y ...~\ 


95.5 13 ,567 143 ~ 0.0000072 0.00103C,~ 
....... ,.Yo.\\' \c.~ \~ ....... 1;..'-<:' 


In addition, the permittee shall conduct annual monitoring for dioxin 
and for furan (2,3,7,8-TCDF). in fish tissue in the mill's rece~v~ng 
stream. This monitoring program shall be conducted in accordance with 
the Study Plan To Conduct Dioxin Monitoring In Fish Tissue From The 
Vicinity Of Five Georgia Bleached Kraft Mills, March 31, 1989. 

9. Bis(2-Ethyl-hexyl)Phthalate and Chloroform Monitoring Requirements 

10-6 human health criterion for chloroform and Bis(2-Ethyl-hexy!) 
Phthalate has been established· at 100 }lg/l and 5.9.2 }lg/l respectively. 
Calculated instream waste concentrations are less than 50 percent of 
the established human health criteria using average flow. Therefore, 
only monitoring is required. 

I 
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B. 	 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 River samples shall be collected and analyzed twice a month during 
the months, May through November. Samples shall be taken from 
the U.S. 301 Highway bridge, the ITT Rayonier marker just upstream 
.from the confluence of Penho11oway Creek and. the A1tamaha River~ 
and the monitoring station at Everett City. Sampling shall be 
done near midstream or at • point which is judged to be representa
tive of the river. Collection of samples shall be taken when 
flows are less' than 10,000. cfs and when the river is at steady 
flow conditions. The time of collection at the various points 
shall 'coincide with time of travel for the river. Samples shall 
be analyzed for the following: 

a. 	 BODS and BOD40 

b. 	 Dissolved Oxygen 

c. 	 pH 

d. 	 Temperature 

Also, river stage and associa.ted flow. at Doctortown should be 
reported during periods scheduled for sampling whether or not 
sampling is actually conducted during that time. 

2. 	 The data from the river sampling program described above will 
be used by the Environmental Protection Division to refine and 
update the current stream model. If water quality violations 
are documented, limitations in Part I,'Section A.1.wil1 be adjusted 
accordingly. 

3. 	 The effluent limitations for BODS for the December through April 
period may be modified to equal the limitations for the May through 
November period. The Director will provide written notification 
to the permittee 180 days prior to this permit modification. 

4. 	 Limits on page 2 are based on the permit'tee's anticipated production 
rate of 1740 ADTPD in 1988. This ass'umes that 38 percent of produc
tion is dissolving kraft and 62 percent of production is bleached 
kraft. The permittee anticipates that production will be increased 
to 1940 ADTPD in 1990 and is requesting a corresponding increase 
in the wintertime (December 1 - April 30) BODS limitation from 
32,000 lbs. per day to 35,000 lbs. per day ona daily average 
basis. 
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B. 	 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS (continued)· 

By December 1, 1989, the Division will be provided with.the expected 
projected production for the following calendar year and with 
a summary of the actual production for the previous' twelve month 
period. The effluent limitations will be adjusted in proportion 
to the projected production and shall not . exceed ·the effluent 
limits commensurate with the 1940 ADTPD under this permit. This 
assumes approximatelY,the same ratio of dissolving kraft to market 
bleached kraft production. These limitations will then remain 
in effect for the duration of the permit. 

If the' ratio of dissolving kraft to market bleached kra£t changes, 
certain adjustments may have to be made in the limitations ,but 
in no case will· the daily allowable BODS exceed 35,000 lbs. 'per 
day. 

5. 	 Any discharge point sources of stormwater runoff shall not cause 
any water quality violations in the stream. 



r~(.;~l~ITT Rayonier Inc. 
Jesup Division, ~l7 

Post Office Box 207 
Jesup, Georgia 31545-0207 
{912J 427-8651 

July 31, 1987 

Mr. Leonard Ledbetter, Director 
. Environmental Protection Division 
Department of Natural Resources 
Floyd Towers East 
20S Butler Street, S.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia . 30334 

Dear Mr. Ledbetter: 

Enclosed is the Jesup Division's application to renew its NPDES 

permit for an additional five years. The current permit is to expire on 

S December 1987. 


As discussed with your Mr. Larry Kloet, we have in some cases 

tested only one. of our outfalls since this is permitted for similar 

outfalls under the instructions on page 2C~2. 


As discussed and confirmed by letter to your former employee 

Mr. William Jernigan on 19 December 1980, we again do not propose to have 

permitted as a point source uncontamipated surface runoff into.ditches at 

the rear of the mill. Copies of the correspondence regarding this 

situation are attached. We realize that the forthcoming NPDES Storm Water 

Runoff Regulation may require a more detailed evaluation of the surface 

runoff from the mill site. 


Enclosed is a summary sheet of Altamaha River. data submitted to the 

GEPD over the past few years. Also enclosed are copies of the U. S. 

Geological Survey D. O. data sheets for information gathered on the 

Altamaha at Everett City for the water years 1983, 1984, and 1985. The 

minimum D. O. detected by Rayonier during the survey period was 6.0 mg/l. 

The minimum D. O. detected by the U. S. Geologic Survey instruments at 

Everett 'City was also 6.0 mg/l.The flows when the minimum D. O.'s were 

experienced were seasonally high, thus affording a substantial amount of 

oxygen to assimilate a small amount of BODS from Rayonier's effluent 

discharge. 


The above data is provided as discussed with the GEPD when our 

allCMable BODS discharge was increased to 30,000 ppdduring the cold 

weather months under our existing permit. In negotiating this increase it 


continued ••• 
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was agreed that additional cold weather BODS data would be provided as a 
basis to consider raising the BODS by another increment during cold 
weather months. . 

Based on the good BODS data presented, we would propose that the 
BOD limit during the cold weather months be increased to 32,000 ppd until 
the mill expansion is completed and to 3S ,000 ppd after the expansion. 
These proposals are still less than would be allowed under BPT. 

These permit modifications would make possible a savings in power 
that could amount to $20,000 per year or $100,000 over the S-year permit 
period. 

Should additional information be needed, please let me know. 

Very truly yours, 

IT!' RAYONIER INC. 

l) jJ 01 ell. /
f~ fA, / {I{- 0V;;'l,~/ 
. R. A. McCrary / 

Manager, Environrn~ al 
Affairs/pulp Pr~ ts 
Southeastern Oper tions 

RAM:cvt 

cc:J. R. Bland (w/o attach.) 

AttachIrents 



( 
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ITT Rayonier Inc. 
Jesup Division 

Post Office Box 207 
Jesup, Georgia 31545-0207 
[912] 427-8651 

September 18, 1987 

Mr. Nolton G. Johnson, Assistant Chief 

Water Protection Branch , 

Georgia Environmental Protection Division 

Floyd Towers East 

'205 Butler Street, S. E. 

Atlanta, Georgia 30334 


;'Dear Mr. Johnson: 

In your letter of 4 September you ask that we certify that we do 
not use pentachlorophenol or trichlorophenol in lieu of testing 
for the Jesup Division NPDES permit. 

·;;;By copy of this letter we would advise you that to oui knowledge 
,i;:,no pentachlorophenol or trichlorophenol is in use at the Jesup 
;fDivision • 
.::\1'. 

Should you need additional information, please let us know. 

Yours truly, 

I ITr RAYONIER INC. 

1?!I?1 <C t~:i·. . .. 
R. A. McCrary 

Manager, Environm al Control 


RAM:cvt 

cc: J •. R. Bland 
J. C. Swingle 
E. F. Button 
P. A. Hamlin 
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Manufacturer of dissolving pulp and bleached kraft pulp manufactured by the 
prehydrolyzed'kraft and kraft processes respectively. 
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ITT Rayonier Inc. 
Jesup Divisi01J, 

Post Office Box 207 
Jesup, Georgia 31545-0207 
[912] 427-8651 

September 18, 1987 

Mr •. NoltonG. Johnson, Assistant Chief 

water Protection Branch 

Georgia Environmental Protection Division 

Floyd Towers East 

205 Butler Street, S. E. 

Atlanta, Georgia 30334 


"Dear Mr. Johnson: 

In your letter of 4 September you ask that we certify that we do 
not use pentachlorophenol or trichlorophenol in lieu of testing . 
for the Jesup Division NPDES permit. 

i·By copy of this letter we would advise you that to our knowledge 
pentachlorophenol or· trichlorophenol is in use at the Jesup 

vision. 
." 

Should you need additional information, please let us know•. 


Yours truly, 


ITT RAYONI~ INC. 
e(/,71 Pt4fo~' . 
R. A. McCrary 

Manager, Environm al Control 


RAM:cvt 

cc: J. R. Bland 
J. C. Swingle 
E. F. Button 
P. A. Hamlin 



pe in the unshaded areas on 
U ENVIR ON 

,-')ral ,.J.;:;pr')~eu. 
OM8 No. 2000-0059 
Approval expires 12-31 -85 

APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO DISCHARGE WASTEWATER 
EXISTING MANUFACTURING, COMMERCIAL, MINING AND SILVICULTURAL OPERATIONS 

Consolidated Permits I'rl>tfr."m 

001 31 39 14 81 50 11 Altamaha River 

) 002 31 39 03 81 49 24 Altamaha River 

A. 	 Attach a line drawing showing the water flow through the facility_ Indicate sources of iritake water, operations contributing wastewater to the effluent, 
and treatment units labeled to correspond to the more detailed descriptions in Item B. Construct a water balance on the line drawing by showing average 
flows between intakes, operations, treatment units, and outfalls. If a water balance cannot be determined (e.g., for certain mining activities), provide a 
pictorial description of the nature and amount of any sources of water and any collection or treatment measures. 

B. 	 For , provide a ng wastewater to 
cooling water, and storm water runoff; (2) average flow contributed by each operation; and (3) 
on additional sheets if necessary. 

1) Process water associated 

with the production of primary clarification, neu

dissolving & bleached mar 7.93 MGD tralization &.aerated sta 5U 

ket Kraft pulp. (Excluding bilization prior to being 5T 

001 

002 

bleaching on) 

2) sanitary waste 

"'" 
3) Process water associated 

the bleaching of the 

above listed pulp. 

4) Surface Runoff. 

1) Process water associated 

with the production of 

dissolving & bleached mar

.ket Kraft pulp. (Excluding 

bleaching operation). 

2) Sanitary Waste. 

... 3) Proces's water associated 

with the bleaching of the 

above listed 

4) Surface runoff. 
OFFICIAL USE ONL 

.03 MGD 

4.97 MGD 

0.17 MGD 

1 & 

29.68 MGD 

0.08 MGD 

18.47 MGD 

0.67 MGD 

to 

1. 

but there is no 

primary clarificati 

and sludge handl 

As above. 

This effluent receives pri 

mary clarification, ne 

tion prior to being 

receiving water. 

sludge to vacuum fil ter&. 

landfill. 

3) As above 

need for 

tion & sludge handling. 

4) As above. 

2K, 3B, 

4A 

2K,3B, 41>. 
lU, 2K 

3B 4A 

5U 5P 

5T 

2K, 3B, 

4A 

2K,3B, 4A 
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storm runoff. leaks, or spills, are.any of the discharges described in Items II·A or B intermittent or seasonal? 
n YES (complele the following tablel 

1. OUTFALL 
NUMBER 

(liS ti 

2.0PERATION(S) 
CONTRIBUTING FLOW 

(list) 

3. FREQUENCY 

a. DAYS 
PER WEEK 

(specify' 
Ql'crotte) 

'b. MONTHS 

PER YEAR 
(specify 
Qtu!rage) 

NO (go 10 Section III) 

4. FLOW ".~ . 

a. FLOW RATE' b. TOTAL VOLUME 

(in m.;:.i!.;:.d,.;.)_-'-_-t--:_..:;(s;::p...:e.;;c.;:;if.:;.y-=,w,;-it...h...·...u..." ...it.;;S;..)_-1 

2. MAXIMUM 

CAlLY 

I. LONG TERM 2.. MAXIMUM 

AveRAGe; OAILV 

A. Does an effluent guideline limitation promulgatedby EPA under Section 304 of the Clean Water Act apply to your facility? 

X-I YES «'Olllpl~le Item ITI·B} C NO (10 to Section IV; 

B. Are the. limitations in the applicable effluent guideline expressed in terms of production (or other measure of operation)? 

YES Ico",plete llem IlI·C) n NO (SIO tn Section IV) 

C. OUR" 

ATION 

(in days) 

.C. If you answered "yes" to Item 111-8; list the quantity which represents an actual measurement of your level of production. expressed in the terms and units 
;.Jsed in the applicable effluent guideline, and indicate the affected outtalls. 

1-----···.. ·
a. QUANTITY "E" OA. I b. UNITS .01" MEAS"." 

1. AVERAGE DAILY PRODUCTION __--,_______...,1 2. AFFECTED 

1 .  OUTFALLS 
~. OpeRATION. PAQOVCT. MATERIAL. ETC, I 

. (specify) I (1",1 outfall numbers) 

I 
1740 Air Dry Tons 

Manufacturer of bleached market kraft and 

dissolving pulp by the kraft and 

prehydrolyzed kraft processes respectively. 
i 001 & 002 
! 

* Note: Attachment 

Are you now required' by any Federal, State or local authority to meet any implementatIon schedule ror the construction, upgrading or operation of waste
water treatment equipment or practices or any other .environmental programs which may affect the discharges described in this application? This includes. 
but is not limIted to, permit conditions, administrative or enforcement orders, enforcement compliance schedule letters, stipulations, court orders, and grant 
or loan conditions. XJ NO (go ta Item [V.B) 

. IDENTIFICATION OF CONDITION. 
AGREEMENT, ETC.: 11---..,.-----------1 3. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

. B. OPTIONAL: You may attach additional sheets describing any additional water pollution cont'rol programs (or other environmental projects which may affect 
your discharges) you now have underway or which yo'u plan. Indicate whether each program is now underway or planned, and indicate your actual or 
plan,ned schedules for construction. MARK "X" IF DESCRIPTION OF ADDITIONAL CONTROL. PROGRAMS IS ATTACHED . 

EPA Form 351 0-2C (Rev. 2-85) PAGE 2 OF 4 CONTINUE ON PAGE 3 



A, B. & C: See. instructions before proceeding - Complete one set of tables for each outfall  Annotate the outfall number in the space provided. 
NOTE: Tables V-A, V-B, and V-C are included on separate sheets numbered V-l through V-9. 

D. Use the space below to list any of the pollutants listed in Table 2c-3 of the instructions, 'which you know or have reason to believe is discharged or may be 
discharged from any outfall. For every pollutant you list, briefly describe the reasons you believe it to be present and report any analytical data in your 
possession. 

Formaldehyde 

Me thylmercaptan 

Asbestos 

Vanadium 

Incidental to the pulping 
process & may be found in 
the mill effluent on 
occasion. 

Incidental ,to the pulping 
process & may be found in 
the mill effluent on 
occasion. 

Present insulation used in 
the pulp millj it may be 
detected in mill effluent 
on occasion. 

Trace contaminates in raw 
materials may be detected 
in eff,luent on occasion. 

YES (list all such pollutants below) 

Other pollutants Any other chemical sub
stances which are or may 
associated with the 
production of dissolving 
kraft or bleach market 
kraft pulp. 

~NO (go to Item VI·B) 

EPA Form 3510·2C (Rev. 2·85) PAGE 3 OF 4 CONTINUE ON REVERSE 



ieve that any biological test for acute or chronic 
rii':'''h''"o .. within the last 3 years? ~. 

nVES (identify the te.,t!s) 'Jnd_d_,_,s_c_ri_be_th_e_i_r:.-p_u...:rp_o_s_es_be_l_o_w_i________-''X!=-,N_O_f_g_o_t_o_S_e''-.c_ti_o_n_V_I_I_IJ_________ 

Were any of the analyses reported in Item V performed by a contract laboratory or consulting firm? 

~YES (list the name, addre••, and telephone number of, and pollutants 
~ analyzed by. each such iaborotory Or firm be/ow) 

Savannah Laboratories & 
Environmental Services, Inc. 

Epvironmental Testing & 
Certification Laboratory 

P. O. Box 13548 
savannah, Ga. 31416-0548 

284 Raritan Center Parkway 
Edison, N. J. 08837 ' 

V Part .B 
d-i, K-p,__ s,T,V 

V Part C1 
1M-15M 
1V-31V 
.1A-llA 
lB-46B 
lP-25P 

(201) 225-5600 Dioxin Only
i 

I certify under penalty of law that this document andall attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to 
assure that qualified personnel properly gather andevaluate the information submitted_ Based on my inquiry ofthe person or persons who manage the system or 
those persons directly responsible forgathering the information the information submitted is, to the best ofmyknowledge and belief, true, accurate, andcomplete . 

. I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information including the possibility affine and imprisonment for knowing violations. 

(912) -427-8651J. R. Bland Vice President & General Manager Jesup Division 
O. DATE SIGNED 

')- ,3 ( - ':i7 
PAGE 4 OF 4 



Jesup Division 
ITT Rayonier Inc. 
GA 0003620 

Additional Comments for section III C 

The current permit is not. based on a guideline determination. If the 
new permit is to be calculated using the EPA effluent guidelines, the 
production figure given in this section III C should be used. 

Capital improvements"have been budgeted that will increase production 
as follows: 

1988 & 1989 52,500 ADT per year or 150 ADT per day 

1990 17,500 ADT per year or 50 ADT per day 

Capital improvements associated with these production increases 
include the following: 

unitC: - Extend fourdrinier wire on machine 

Replace .machine headbox and fan pump 

Replace 2nd press .on machine 


unIt A: - Increase drying capacity of A Machine 
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PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE IN THE UNSHADED AREAS ONLY. You may report some or all of ' 
this information on separate sheets (use the same format) instead of completing'these pages. 

INSTRUCTIONS, ' ' 

c. Total Organic 
Carbon ('toC) 

d. ,T·otal Suspended 
Solids (TSS) 

e. Ammonia (a8 N) 

f, Flow 

i. pH 

-
;),7 

VALUE VALUE 

VALUE 

VALUE 

-
7(/ 

VALUE 

VALUE 

VALUE 

°C 
VALUE 

°C 

PARTS· Mark "X" in column 2-a for each pollutant you knoW or have reason to believe is present. Mark "X" in column 2·b for each pollutant you believe to be'absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant 
which is limited either directly. or indirectly but expressly. in an effluent limitations guideline, you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. For other pollutants for which you mark 
column 2a. you must provide quantitative data or an explanation of their presence in your discharge. I;:omplete one table for each outfall. See the instructions for additional details and requirl!lments. 

'1. POLLUT
ANT AND 
CAS NO. 

(if available) 

a. Bromide 
(2495!i'·67·9) 

b. Chlorine, 
Total flesidual 

c. Color 

d. Fecal I X 
Coliform 

e. Fluoride 
(16984-48-8) 

t. Nit~ate
Nitrite (00 N) 

x 
)( 

-EPA Form 351 O.2e (Rev. 2-85) 

5() - (!OL43/C 

~ 

PAGE V-l 

I-IAllr 
CONTINUE ON REVERSE 



ITEM V-B CONTINUED FROM FRONT 
'. ' 

" . 

~ 3. EPFLUENT 5. IN T A K E (oPffo'naIJ'i';~::;'i;:;!J}t(
'j, POLLUT 2. MARK "X' 4. UNITS 
ANT AND 

~E~~~ b.SE a. MAXIl.... UM DAILY' VALUE b. MAxn'Hr 3~ ~tel VALUE C.LONG T«f,M It.~rer' VALUE d, NO.OF A e-~OA"bc;.VA't"tE'~ti~rCAS NO. LIEVED . I aval a e I avalo e a. CONCEN
PRE AS

CONCE!~}RATION (2) MASS CONCE~tlRATION CON'CEt'lRATION (2) MAS'S 

ANAL TRATION b, MASS 
CONCEL'JRATION (a) MASS' : '.:"(if allnilable) SENT SENT (2) MASS YSES 

" .•c:;.; .'.~., OJ 

8. Nitrogen, 

J,.5 598 ~1/ Lkd~Total Organic >( - - I(asN) - -
h. Oil and X BA7JL 

V (J
Grease ! 
I. Phosphorus )( /' if mql/ ~.(as P), Total 

35~ ~ - - I(1723-14-0) 

i, Radioactivity , " V U ;,;i"';::': li.":;;;2;,,. 
(1) Alpha, 
Total X' 
(2) Beta, 
Total K 
(3) Radium, 
Total X 
(4) Radium 
226, Total y 
k.Sulfate 

I~II ~4(04, 804) K 3tf() 1//),7 - - - /(14808-79-8) -. 

I. Sulfide 

8/1])1
fj ()(da H) )( / 

m. Sulfite 
(as 803) 

X L( 
. 

(14265-46-3) ( 
I 

n. Surfactants X It ( 
o. Aluminum, 

9{,7 JhCJJII AkTotal 
~ /).1(0 J(7429-90-5) 

I 
p. Barium, 

X ~~ ~~'Total (J,/3 31.1 /(74~0-39-3) 

q. BOr!)n, 

'X 
(j {I,Total 

(7440-42-8) 

r. Cobalt, 
Total y(7440-48-4) 

L Iron, Total 

)( O,3~ 71o.~ ! 1&// ~~ /(7439-89-6) - - --c--t. Magnesium, 

/10 ~// ,didTotal X s2~~ - /(7439·96-4) - . -
u. Molybdenum, 

X (j UTotal I 
(7439·98·7 ) I 

v. Manganese, 

/)tf/ I ?wi'/! Mk I 

Total )( ?~ - / I(7439-96-5) - .---, -
w. Tin, Total (J Q('1440-31-5) x: 
x. Titanium, 
Total y(7440-32-6)_ 

'--

PAGE"V-Z CONTINUE ON PAGE V • 3 EPA Form 3510-2C (Rev. 2-85) 



EPA I.D. NUMBER 

2-C '0 

OUTFALL NUMBER 

O() 
Form /!.pprovtiJd. 
OM8 No. 2000-0059 
Approval expires 12-31·85 

PART C .. If you are a primary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater, refer to Table 2c-2 in the instructions to determine which of ttie GC/MS fractiQns you .. 
, '2-a for all such GC/MS fractions that apply to your industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If you are not requir~d to mark coh.unn 2-a (sflc.ondaf'lindu.stries, 

:'w8stewlJ,t,er outfalls. andnonrequired GC/MS ffactions), mark "X" in column 2-b for each pollutant you know Qr have reason to believe is present. Mark'''X:' in co!un 
'believe isiabsent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant. you must provide the results of at least one analysis for that pollutant. If you mar~ column 2b for any pollutant, 
9f!Ji least one analysis for that polh,lt;:tnt if you know or have reason to believe it will be discha~ged in concentrat!olisof 10 ppbor greater. If VOl 
dinitrophenol. or 2,methyl-4, 6 dinitroptisl)ol •. you must provide the results of at leastone analysis for each of these pollutants VIIhich you know 

.. concentrations of 100 ppb or greater.,OthEi~ijie. for pollutants for which you mark column 2b. you must either submit at least one a,;,alysis or.brieflv describe 
, , "(be di~harged. Note that then~ are 7 pagl!~tothis part; please review each carefully. Compl,etaone ~lIble (a(17 p8g(l~) for 

{, 
II 

~----l-+-~: 
.>(1 '1\ 

XI II 

XI 1\ 

-

YI I l( 

~++~, 
'! 

II 

( I 

<IT 

. ,'/ PAGE V-3EPA Form 3510-2C (Rev. 2-851.¥p,1}7)L :RELl)/t) fltIA-LvnClIL ])erdell'", J..ittf I i<: 



CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

,,"V. Acrylonitrile 
(107·13·1) 

3V. 
(71·43-2) 

4V. Bis (Chloro· 
methyl} Ether 
(!)~~:-t38·.1--,)'---..~~ 

5V. Bromoform 
(75-25·2) 

6V. Carbon 
Tetrachloride 
(56-23-5) 

7V•• 
(108 

av.c 
brom. 
(124:48-1 ) 

11V. Chloroform 
(67·66·3) 

12V. Dichloro· 
bromomethane 
(75-27-4) 

x 

K' 

x: 
13V. Dlchloro· 
dlfluoromethane I \/
(75.7.1.8) ;c..... 

14V.1,1.Dichloro·1 ,/ 
ethane (75-34-3) 1\ 

16V.1,2·Dichloro· 
ethane (107·06-2) X 

{,?'o 

---I-.-+--~--f ...~---+ \------~+. --.. +_. 
16V.1,1-Dichloro· Xethylene (75·35-4) 

17V. '.2-Dichloro· Xpropane (78·87-5) 

1eV. l.3-Dichloro· 
>(propylene (642-75-6) 

-
19V. EthYlb.,mzenel 
(100-41-4) K 
20V. Methyl I X 
Bromide (74-83·9) 

21V.Methyl I 
Chloride (74-87-3) I 

11 

1/
"\ 

If 

EPA Form 3610·2C (Rev. 2.85~A-j)L - /381=. Ow qNIt£ YTI C I1/.. ]JETeCr1tJtiL-1M~rs-V·4 
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I 

I 
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CONTINUE ON PAGE V·5 



CONTINUED FROM PAGE' V-4 I 
'(,j'AMB;56e73~It;. ;'Of Form l)lourFA{/;;I'~BER 

Approval expires 12-31-85 

I,'POLLUTANT 2. MARl< 'X' 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5; IN+AK~~(bPi#~~F
AND CAS 

b. BO< a. MAXIMUM' DAILY VALUE b. MAXI'1}1M 3~ ~te:y VALUE C.LONG T1fra'tfa(~a'f,rer' VALUE d. NO.OF A ~'E'R°A~G ~EA't~~' C' b:;.!Q.OFNUMBER aYES,. Co BE:~ 
I 01101 a e) B. CONCEN ...." L.IEVE LIEVe: ANAL- b. MASS "ANAL'R"- PRl::Iw AS 101 III aONce:~~)AAT'ON (1) MASS 

TRATION (tt::;:;:N h·) ..Ata.'·(if auailable) Q~:,Ftw SENT seNT 
CON<:.-tiNTRATION 

('2) MASS 
CONe t::.NTR A T'ON 

'2.) MASS VSlfS YSIfS 

GC/MS FRACTION  VOLATILE COMPOUNDS (continued) 

22V. Methylene 

X gfFDL
if 

IChloride (75-09·2) 

23V.1.1.2,2-Tetra
r--

chloroethane y ( I ((79·34-5) 
- -------

24V. Tetrachloro·· 

X 
( ( Iethvlene (127·18·4) 

25V. Toluene 
(108-88·3) X ( f I-----

26V.1.2·Trans· 
Dichloroethylene >< 'I I(156-60-5) 

27V. 1.1.1·Trj. 
chloroethane X I r ,
(71-55-6) 
28V.1.1.2-Tri-

Xchloroethana I( I(79-00·5) 

29V. Trlchloro-

X '( Iethylene (79·01·6) 

30V. Trlchloro
i 

fluoromethane X I( ( I(7!i·69-4) . ......... ---- r" ------

31V. Vinyl X I (, ,.Chloride (75-01-4) 

GC/MS FRACTION  ACID COMPOUNDS i 
------

1A. 2-Chloropheno 

>< ( I 
.. 

((95·57·S) 
---- ------

2A.2,4-Dichloro· 

X t ( "henol (120·S3·2) ( 
....._ ......- !--... ------- - 1----... ., 

3A.2.4-Dimethyl- X (, (phenol (105-67-9) 

4A. 4,6-Dinitro-O X £/Cresol 1534·52-1) (
.... ------- ..... ..._ .. - I--c "

5A.2.4-Dinitro· ;< '/phenol (51-2S-5) I........_ ... ----- ----

6A. 2·Nitrophenol 

X L i(8a·75·5) II 
....

I
7A.4-Nitrophenol 

X I ( ((100-02-7) 

SA. P-Chloro·M· )( If 
: 

Cresol (59·50·7) ( 
.. ---------

9A.-flentachloro· X 1/phenol (S7-S6·5) I 
.... .... ... --' ..... -------- . ... !--... , -

10A. Phenol I {, I(108-9502) 
---_._. ._. 

11 A. 2.4.6-Tri· 

f "chlorophenol I(SS-06-2) 
.. - - . t'IIon.'''''••1I n:: nu Dt:"e DC~ 



CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

I;':POLLUTANT ··'·z. MARK'X' 3. EFFLUENT 
. !'"A'ND CAS 

'NUMBER' L~O:~~- a.. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE d.ANN9A~_F a. CONCEN

:(ifa-!ai~~b'e) .~·';T CONCEL')RATION Izi MASS co';Ce:!~)RATION YSES TRATIO~ 
GC/MS FRACTION'  ~ASEINEUTRAL COMPOUN OS 

1 B . .,Acenaphthene I 
(S3-32-9) ~ 

2B. Acenaphtylene 
(208'96-8) I )( 

3B. Anthracene I I / 
(120-12-7) )( 

4B. Benzidine 
(92:87 -6) 

6B_ Benzo (a) 
'Anthrecene . 
(66:65-3) 

'6B/Benzo (a) 
!>,yrel"le (6~2-8). 

:7 EI: a;4-Benzo
ftiJo;enthene" 
(206'99~2) ..' 

'SB:B/tm;o iihi)'
·pery/ene'·· ..... . 
-(191'24-2) 

>( 

>< 
)( 

x 
)( 

'9S:Be;lZo (k) 
.-Fluoranthene· I X 
(20-'-08-9) 

'1.08_ EIiS·(.2.:ChlorO-

Iethoxy) Methane )( 
(111-91-1 ) 

;11 B_ BiB (2-Chloro

BA-1>L ¥ 1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
-L 
1 

1 
( , , 

{ethyl) Ether X I 
(111-44-4) I I I 

1-:-. 
128: BiB (2-Chioro;so • / -" 
proPyl, Elher(102-60-11 l' I I I I 

I I 
13B. Bls (2-Ethyl-. 1 J r 

.he"'YI)Phthelete l / ~ 2 r S" __ __ -
(117-81-7) 'j<.. c;l-.d':::> I - I I 

15B. Butyl Benzyl.l ,/ 
Ph~~8/ate (85-68-7 ~ I"

<1S8. Z-CI\IOro
.:,naphthalene I X 
"(91~68,7) 

.17B_ 4:.Chloro
phenyl Phenyl I V 
Ether 1'7005-72-3) I\. 

·18B.Chrysene I V 
(2~1!l-01-9) I'

19B. Dlbenzo (a,h) 
Anthracene 
(63-70-3) 

20B_ 1.2-Dichloro
benzene (95-50-1) 

21B_ 1.3-Dlchloro
benzene (641-73-1 

x 
)( 

'/ 

I 
I 
f 
-

( 
-

( 

I 
-

( 
-

l;r·ps,' 

CONTINUE ON PAGE V-'JEPA Form 3510-2C (Rev. 2-85)kBADL- 8tL!Jw fJi/tLY71CIU- bETeC7loN Mill, rs PAGE V-6 




__.w ••• w ___ • ___••• _ .......__ ,. --_ 
rPA G?JMBiJR;;;/30~I~Of Fonn 1) rUTFt;~/MBER 

••• ~'u. -r __ . _:':!_ ;~.>! 

1: POLLUTANT fl. MARK 'Xi 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS .5: iN-T;'A~'F#i:l(!~(lq14jjFi
ANa CAS a T't;; aT b.•E~ c.. BE- b. MAX"'nr:IJ:I~(lg~l VA!-UE C.LONG THfa';Jalta'f,f!et VALUE d. NO.OF A ~iRo,.~G it£,!t~~r{j ~~~eNUMBER a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE a. CONCEN'''''.. L.l;ve; Lle.VE ANAL· b. MASS-(if auailab"') ~a~ ... 'u:;:~ Aa' Id 

CONcc.L'.!ffATtQt-f t21 MAS'S ~ (;ONCf!!~}RAT'ON (2:) MAS.S 
TRATION "~I t~:.;:~:~~·· f~f~A"!~'.-'._jQ~~R~ SENT .e:NT 

CONCt..NTRATfON 
hI ...... -VSES 'YSES 

GC/MS FRACTION.Co. BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued' : 
-------~ 

22B. 1.4·Dichloro· 
)( >tbenzene! 106·46·7 i?,ItDL· I 

23B.3,3'-Dichlaro 
f---- --

benzidine X II r ,(91·94-1) 
;. 

24B. Diethyl 
I,Phthalate 

X j~(84·66·2) 
--; --

25B. Dimethyl 
Phthalate 

'f. I( I(131-11-3) 
26B. DI·N-Butyl 
Phthalate 

X It ((84:74·2) 
. -- ---------

27B. 2,4-Dinitro-

X I { (toluene (121·14-2) 

28B. 2.6-Dinltro· . 
;( It Itoluene (606-20-2) 

------ ------ --- -------------
29B. Di-N-Octyl 

(I"Phthalate X I. (117.84-0) 

30B.l,2-Dfphenyl· 
hydrazine (as Azo· X It (benzene) (122-66·7 

-- -----

31 B. F.luoranthene 
>( I, /(206·44-0) 

.._ ------ .. --- ------- 1----------------
32B. Fluorene )((86-73·7) 

, ( 
c---- .._--------,-

33B. Hexacnlorobenzene y II {111R.74.1' 

""--34B. HeKe-

Xchlorobutadiene I, ((87-68-3) -
36B.HeKachloro
cyclopentadiene )( 1/ ((77.47.4) 

- - --------- -----. 

36B. Hexachloro· 

X (ethane (67.72·1) 
" c--------

37B.lndeno 

X: (1,2, 3·cd) Pyrene 'I ((193-39-5) .._ ~---
. 38B. Isophorone y " 

, -(- (78-59-1) 
------

39B. Naphthalene )( I, ((91·20-3) 

r -------- --- ----

40B. Nitrobenzene X Ct ((98-95·3) .. 
.._--- L ___ . 

41B. N·Nitro-

I$Odimethylemine )( II 
(62-75·9) _.-
42B. N-Nitrosodi· 

IIN·Propylamlne )( f(621-64·7) 

I=P4 I=-.rrn ~"1n.?r IR"" ?R'"mnl\l. OC/l'.h 11,111/ VT/f'IlI_ 7)1=7,;:,,7'0..1 J.lIltIT'CPAGE V-7 , CONTINUE ON ReveA~ 



CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

LpOLL.UTANT Z .. MARK 'X' 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (optignafr
AND CAS 

b. BE· b. MAXI~ffM 3,1 r;:fe{ VALUE C.LONG Tf.f,M ft.~f:r- VALUE d. NO.OF A~'E~~~G 1,EARL't~ ". bTNh.OFNUMBER a TI::.ST C. BE· a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE I aVal a e I aua, a e a. CONCEN· ''''ANAL'NCO LIIl.VII! LIe-VI:: ANAL· b. MASS 
(if available) RE' PRt: "a' 101 Cd MASS 101 I:d ..... ","55 CONCE.~~)R""TION (il .... ""s6 

VSES TRATION (, t~':T~~~N' (zl MAS. YSESQ~~R- SENT BENT 
CONCLNTRATION CONCt:.NTHATION 

GCIMS FRACTION  BASE/NEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued) 
.. 

439. N·Nitro· 

BA~sodiphenylamina y I(86·30·6) 
- -----_. 

449. Phenanthrena 

I(85·01·8) X I( 
--- ..-- ---_._ -------------

459. pyrene 

y If {(129·00·0) 

468. 1,2,4· Tri· 
_._--1--.__._-_. - --_. --_ .... -------- ._-----~. 

chlorobenzana K {I I(120-82·1 ) 

GCIMS FRACTION  PESTICIDES 
-,>" 

1 P. Aldrin 

X II I(309·00·2) 

2P. a:9HC \ 

(319·84·6) Y II I 
3P. j3·9HC. 

>( I(319·85·7) II 
... 

4P.-Y·9HC 
( 

(58·89·9) K I I I 
5P. cS·9HC 

I 
'. 

(319·86·8) X 'I 
--t--. 

6P. Chlordane 
II(57·74·9) I( I 

7P.4,4'·00T 
·X II(50·29·3) I 

8P.4,4'·00E 

'K (I 
I(72·55·9) 

9P.4,4'·000 

X II
(72·54·8) I- -----
10P. Dieldrin )( I I 

I(60·57·1 ) 

---
1 1P. a·Endosulfan 

X I( 

I(115·29·7) 

·12P. p.Endosulfan 

X If 
(115·29·7) I--t-
13P. Endosulfan 

>( IISulfate . 
I(1031·07·8) 

14P. Endrin 
)( II I(72·20·8) , 

15P. Endrin 

X I I Aldehyde I(i421.93·4) 

16P. Heptachlor y I { ((76·44·8) ... 
• b 

)~~I\llL.- BELOltllJAlALVftCAL ])8T{;eT/~p L/1J11 TS 
__••_ •••• Ir "'.... ft A __ " ...... 



IEPA l(;itMBER~o;3~m~ OFOnn 1)IOUTF8LONiMBER 

.1.P.QLLUTA~T 2. MARK 'X' 3. EFFLUENT "4. UNITS·.';'5'.5;liiaTAKIi·:'(;j~.i~/l 
.ANDCAS· b M XI M 30 LOG TI>.f1M AVRG VALUE' ." z ...,'0': .1NUMBER u".. b. BIt· Co DE' II. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE • A IP1Wavaila'i:tet VA UE c.L N (If available) • . d NO.OF II CONCEN' .' ... 'A~'E'R~':sG';l,EfARL~",,~,;~d~;~ ~bF 
..' 1:':- l..~ftftvti': L':~~' . ANAL- TRATION ~''''A~S ..... ,", " .....' ~:;, 1 

(I' auallable) Ql~:"A' ."... ."". CONCo.:t';....TION .', ...... CONc,,~IJ....noN t.) ...... . C'ONC"'!V....TIO.. .tI ...... VSES ." ',' (.'~:::;~~ ..r· ::i~r~.;;.';.;\ I'i~' I,!S 
GCIMS FRACTION - PESTICIOES (continued) .. \. . ......• ···<;~<···I':i;' 1 

17P. Heptllchlor : 

~ro"2x~~7.3) X-- elJ.1JL I ......._- . ......-+------+--'----1------1-----+----+--,-----1---
18P. PCB-1242 \/ 1 
(53469·21·91 1\ I( { 

------+-------~~--+------+--~--~----~------~----
19P. PCB-1254 
(11097-69-1)( if I 

.......+-------+~--~----~------4_----~-------r----
20P. PCB·1221 
(11104-28-21 K f ( ( 


. ,

21P. PCB·1232 
(11141.16·5) K (( ( 
22P. PCB·1248 )( (
(12f?72·29·6) (/ 

.~------~-----+_---- ....-~... L-~~__..... 

23P.PCB-1260 . 
(11091-82·5) V (, { 
24P. ·PCB·1016 \/ 


(12674-11·2) t\ (/ ,_ ......._ ...............1--___-1-___+-___-+-___ 


25P. Toxaphene )( .Ij I 
(8001·35·2) 

PAGE v·gEPA Form 3610·2C (Rev. 4-84) 
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PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE IN THE UNSHADED AREAS ONLY. You may report some or all of 
this information on separate sheets (use the same format) instead of completing these pages. 

ONS. . 
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EPA I.D. NUMBER DUTFALL NUMBER (' 

tJtJ 
lify.ou are a primary industry and this outfall contains process wastewater. refer to Table 2c,2 in the instructiOl1s to determinewhich of 

. ?~a for allsuch GC/MS fractions.thatapply to your industry and for ALL toxic metals, cyanides, and total phenols. If VOl! ere not reql!ifl 
wastewater ourfalls, andnonrequiredGC/MS fractions}. mark "X" in column 2·b for each pollutant you know or have'f~ason)o'b .... , 
b('jlieile is absent. If you mark column 2a for any pollutant, you must provide' the results of at least one analysis for that pol' . ' 

'Qf atleast'one analysiS for that pollutant if you know or have reason to believe it will be discharged in conc;:entrations 
. dinitrophenol, or 2~methyl-4, 6'dinitr,ophenol. you must provide the results of at least one analysis for each'of these ~ 
c;:once.ntrations of 100ppb or greater. OtIlElrw!Se, for pollutants for which you mark ~oluinn 2b, you must either submit at lea~ 

'be, discharged. Note that there are 7pa'ges to this part; plellse review each ,~rehjlly. Complete one table lall7 pages}, for 
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CONTINUED FROM THE FRONT 

~~1~¥~r:?:~rl'~rl / 
f{\~;~i~!1t¥;:;-":,' ~I ./ . 

1~~t,B~M~~:~:;_1 -/ 
15~:;'B~C;~~fo"~m ' /
1'7".?F;_?\,', ,,' 

1,6V),Carbon ",' 
Tetrachloride 1./ 

I ~lr~,c~:~;i.~~:~,"'::'-I V 
"'., ' 

~fif~f~~~"" ../ 
1 9V~:dt{i~~tiet"~~ne, I / ;l;~~;~=:l.I:';:>:; " V 

OM.:2.i(:hloro, :' I ../ 
'edi'lvi " I Ether ,
I'~~-?~t:f:: 
h/::'c1 :1ilv.:;'chio~~fC)pT1··'-1 /1 -/'

;(67'&6;3.h,;~;:::;;'·' V 

~21i!~~~~:~;'j;' /"
t1$~~7:~H:j'::7:'l;' V 

<'.';":;~ ~'w:~iJiP~~~IH~~~~\f 
"1f;'!JC)~C)m~~n~il V 

~o!ll"8h:,",: ' 

i;~fi~~~1#~~~Z~):?:'1 V 
i5.Y'.1.2-0IChlcno-1 /
Iithane(107.-06-21 V
!f.i';-.o.:'_!", .. "-" '."' 

i~~'~~~;&~;~i!£I/ 
;i,~.;'.':;, ;11- 1,,:.:"?,y,,-.;-. ,J.. .J, •• 

Ifi,V::;i;'2-0iChloro-1 / 
:fit~~~~:,!}Q~?;51" 
~~~~~~~5~:;:~1 -/
~':'\t,;:,;';'k <"", " '-,: I 

~i;t~~~t:,~~~~~:~~1 -/ 
,;~lftkjt~J.I~1 y/ 

.":;.,,;,,";" 

~a. MAXIMUM' DAILY VALUE 

, "ltl: ,:<;" 
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I 

BER 

__••• "'___ • , .. _''''' I: _~"'" v--w- V(;.o'Q\ ....~• ..-,.... ~ ,_. __ .,.,•• _Y' • __.• __ . 
l;.POLLUTANT 2. MARK 'X' 3. EFFLUENT '4,'UNITS 5: iN TA'Kif ioptiS~7r~' 

,AND CAS' 
a."I'"e;"sT b. 8E C. BB~ b. MAXI"11#M 3~ grey VALUE c.L.ONG TlfnM tr.:Lrer' VAL.UE d. NO',OF A~'E'R°A":.~ 1tE~~E b.NO.Of'

I' :NUMBER a. MAXIMUM DAIL.Y VAL.UE I allal a e) I Ollal a e e. CONCEN..... L.Ui:Ve: ...1e:Vr:; ANAL. b. MASS ;"'(~~L.-
(i(alJailable) "E PR£~ AS I" 'I) C9NCE!~IRAT'QN (ill MASS 

TRATION III co..c" .. 1>1 M".ii'; :Q~:.,R~ SENT SENT 
CONCENTRATION 

1.1 MASS 
COHCENTFfATION 

121 MASS YSES 
TRATIOH tv., as 

GC/MSFRACTlON,.. VoLATILE CoMPOUNDS (continued) 
, 

22:\1, Methylene 
V 84])L1f 

f7~lorlde (75-09-2) 

23V. l,l,2,2-Tetrli
chloroethene V (( ((7~'~4-f;)' " ' 

'24*:Tetrachlor~-
ethVlene(127-18-4)
f' , V ( ( I 
~:',.;';' 

26V; TolLIene 
II,U 08,-88·31 I( 1 

26V.l,2-Trans-
Dlchloroethylene V ((156.60-5) 

" 27:\1,. 1;1,1·TrI· 
chloroethane V " I(11~55.6)· , .~ 

28V.l,1,2-Trl
ehloroethane V 'r (:P9.Q0:-5), 

29V:: Trlchloro
,e~I:!VI~",e:(79.01.6) V if I 
30V;-rrichloro· 

./fhJoromethane I ( 
I(76l69~'n 

' , 

$lv,1;\;i~YI· " .,,/ 11 {,~hl!>riae (71;·01-4) 

GI::IMS,FRACTION- ACID COMPOUNDS 
~.:;, .:'~'~!.". '!t.;.- i . " 
;1/11" 2;9h1or()pheno 

V I/ (~~~-5?~): " 

'2~~'2·;4-Dichloro.. 
V' ,I(pllenol (120-83·2) ( I 

ll'~'::::;,' .:: ,'. I 

~~:2,4-Di""'ethYI. 
V II (phenol (105-67-9) 

.\,., ' 
------ -----.. ~. 

4A. 4,6-0Initro-O -
./Cre,sol (534-52-1) (/ ( 

IjA. 2,4-Dlnitro
ph l'ri?-1161-2S-5) ,./ £/ I 
GA.2-Nitrophenol 

~ ({ / 

(88-76-5) ./ I,':) 

'< ',./' 
.7 A: 4-Nltrophenol V E{ I(100-0~·7) 

.. 
8A, P·Chloro·M ./ -

C,reso' (69-50·7) {( I -

gA. Pentachloro-

V Itphenol (B7-86-S) '. I'''l;j~;'l:" " 

" .: 
lOA. Phenol V 'I t(108-~~~2t 

11 A. 2,4,6-Tri
v" VI 

r 
chlo..ophenol 
(88:06:2) 

~I\ .... .. ,,_ I A, {I .,,, I" , ,L'''' • ....... ~~/_". ......-. - --~ - -_... _....... _... --- ..... -.... 
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,':;)i'O'i:.'J.UTAN1">,.z, MA'AK 'X' 3, EFFLUENT ' 4. UNIT£; 

, ~',AND CAS " B.TES~1'b. ."Ne. .E· a. MAXIMUM 'DAILY VALUE 1>. MAXIMUM 30 Dteif VALUE C.LONG TERM b.~reG. VALUE d NO', OF ,. .•. ," ", p".
!,Ur.tBE~ 'NO "n,vI[ ....v.. (lfavailC/b,e} (ifC/lla a e) ANAL' a. CONCEN' b. MASS 

J.i' (if C/1/4;llJble) 'Q~~;' ::::; .~':."T "I·' r I.' .... ss . 101 I 1.1 MASS, 101 I hi .... so YSES TRATION , " ' 
~I o.¢ ~ ~ , ."..... CONCENTRATION I CONCENTftATtON I CONC I!:HTRATION I 

<1C}t,ts'F~~~TIO"'';';'BASE/NEUTRAL COMPO~NDS, J' I ' "':'; 
·l,'~S~~~~~~~the~C! /' 8 fl DLN (
(~,~.~2:~)' T ",',. V rr 

:2'B:'~~riap~tYIe'na . / ( ., .• 
;i~9Ii;9E8J) " V f I I I 

.r1~~;i~;p~e .. ' . ~ " l 
;~~;B~~~ldln~';:,'
:(92.37,6),( ,' . 
.,' h>':' .~; ,"' 

,5B.:;BElnzc{'(a)," 
I'tnthracen.e,
. 56-55·:i1 ' 

../ 

v 
~~:fB~m:o '(a) " I . /' 

:pyrene (60-32-8) V 
~ .-" ., , .. 

7B.;3,+Benz9·,. I Vuoranthene' , ,
9;2)' , 

;8B.'·:;·B~ri~?·.(Jl~i) I /' 
Pery!e!le .:, ,; V 

.1191·2,4,2) 
'SB.Bellzo(k)" I /' 
Fluoranthel1lJ.:. ". V 

;(2()j.OB~9f·· ' 

,"...1°....0 .. 111 18.. (2'ChIOrO'1 /',eC#aoxy) Methane V 
(1:f1':91·1) . 

'.'•.;11B"8..II, (2."t;h,lO.ro-.,', /''ethyl) Ether 'V 
~l~~~~I,' ,'.,: . 

II;12B: B.is'(2·ChhxoifD- "1 . /' I 
:~cifY!! ~har !?,O~:6().I) V 

~~~~-~r--1
'~1~B:'E!I,s'(2-~t~y!"
"huyl)' Phthalate 
i;(t17i~11 :7) , 
,'4B....4'Bromo· 
;ph'envl phenyl 
E'h~rJ101·65.31 

168.~,Butyl Benzyl 
~Ph~I8te" (86·68·7 

,168;'7'C1'110ro
,"naphthalene 
,\(91-58.71 
;f1~B; ",.Chloro· ' 
:,phenyIPhenyl ' , 
:;~'Ettiei' {7006·72·3) 

:1Ba~'bhrysene 
';(218~1·9) 
~ ,"\' .' 

,r,19B. Dlbenzo(ii;n) 
"A'nthracane ' 
',(63-;~.().3) 

v 
V _. 

~ 

V 

V 
v1 

/ 
t~:i~~:(~~~~~;iIV 
:~l13.U'Dich'oro'J V 
;.~'1~~!".'I,,!~41,73.1 
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;f~,POLLUTANT, 2. MARK 'X' 3. EFFLUENT 
'.~"ANDCAS ' 
,~}~iJ"'BER a. MAXIMUM DAIL.Y VAL.UE d.ANNOA~_F a, CONCEN-

,,,,,(Ualjail,able) CONC:t.L'~R"T'ON 1.1 MASS YSES TRATION 

r"'" ,';' , Im-i./I11R:74-1I; " , , 
~'-'-'~'.-.-
;,34Bf.Hexa- ' 
ctllorobutadia,na V 

,(87-68-3) 

,36B.Hexachloro
cyclopentadiana V 

(77-47·4) 
I( 

~~ I~'~ I I I I 
(f 

I · 
. 36B:Hax8chloro
Let!l8l1e (67-72·1) 

B......~~,'V"".-l~J---: . I(: . , c-+ 

&:.IOB:NItrObenza~al ~ 
:((~;~f)-3), ' 

(41 B';N-N ltro
,:.odlinethylamine, 
',(62-76-9) 

.z42E\~,N:Nltro~dl: 
N;p,ri:»pv1amlna, 
(621·64-7) 
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I:P.OLLUTANT Z. MARK 'X' 3. EFFLUENT 4. UNITS 5. INTAKE (op'i~iJo,l)
:>·.AND CAS 

aT'esT b.B£- c.ee:- b. MAXI'1ffM 3~ ~tcJY VALUE C.LONG Tlfr. M ti:~re1' VALUE d~ 
---

:'NUMBER a. MAXIMUM DAILY VALUE A~·E'Ro,.~G ~EA't~E b. N,O.OF 
INa '~Vl!t t.tIl!V£ 

I alJilIa c I alJala e . ' •. CONCEN- ·b. MA~S 
;(if ~lJajjablc) "E- "RI:':~ AB- II) t.) 1 MP,'SS (I' I. M-'Sdi A:S~~~ TRATION I.l CONC£N-

ANAL-
Q~~R~ SENT 1l£NT 

CONCLNTJtAT,aN 
(:d MASS CONC~"'TUATI()'" I ) C()NCENT~i\T,ON ( J ~~_ 'fRAnON 

(zl MAe. YSEli 

G~IMS FRACTION -;·i~EINEUTRAL COMPOUNDS (continued) " 

438. N-Nltro-

~ 18JFDLtfsodiphenylamine I(86c30-6), , 

44B_Phenanth~~ne 
--I----

(8~~0:i-8) , ./' II I 
-..... ' 

458. Pyrana 
(1~-OO:O) . -/ It r ---- ----- ._-._-- ----.~.-- ------ ----- . 
468; 1;2,4 - Tr,lc 
chlorobenzene ./ 1\ ( -
(120-82-1)' '::i 

GC/MS FRACTION- PESTICIDES If ' --
1P;'Aldrin 

V(309·00-2) if _l_
---

2P. a-BHe 

-/(319-84-6) 'I l 
-- --- ---

3P.{1·BHC 
(319·85-7) V q 

f,-- --- --- --

4P:1-BH<; ./ '(!58~9-9) I----r------- - ----- - - ---

SP.tS·BHC 
../ 'I(~HH36-8) / 

6P; Chlordane' / I((61,74·9) 
(-

-
,....: . ,;' 

---- - --
" 

7P:,4,4'-DOT ' / 1/(59:-2~-3) , . , 

f -- --- -
81".;4 4':OOE ' / IIpa-5'5-91 ' I --, 

,(

9P.4,4';000 I(7~;54~~) , It f._- ._--- --
lOP. Dieldrin /(60·57:1 ) If (fir": " , 

--~ ----- ,- ----- ---- ---- ----- -:---------------
ill'!. a·Endosulfan 

~(115-29·7) (( I 
l~P·. {1-Endosulfan / 

--., ---- ----- ------- ------

(-115·29-7) ( ( { 
131>.. 'Endosulfan 7 

-------- --~-'------ ----- ------ ----- ~- -

Sulfate i( \(1031-07-8) 
----- --- ,----- ------I-- ---

lA-P. Endrin /('72·20·8) II I 
/ 

--:- --- - --- -----

,15P; Endrin 
Aldehyde I, I(7421-93-4) , ' 

( 
- 1------ -

161". Hept~chlor H ((76-4~-8) 
, . 

.-
',', ,""', 
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I: POLLUTANT "', 2. r.ilAAK 'X' 3. EFFlL.:ENT ,. • UNITS'" .,•••.""":"...
"AND CAS 

a.·Tti: aT 'b. Be;.. c.. e, .. b. MAXI'1#M3R. grey VALUE '+9~G W',:,',Il.'£Ilf· V',UE d NO OF • CO~C~~' •.'. • . 'l.~Ii;..i.~i~, ...,...'OFNUMBER' , IHG Utva L.,.VIr 
a. MAXIMUM DAILY VA,LUE ' ava a e) . 

(if all~i;"'bl~) RII!'" "AIi:"" "' ... 
CONCt;;t'JRATtON (2J MA'. Itl hI 'MASS I" hI MASS ~~~~:T~ATiof"l" ~!'R WiCON!!'!"~~,~~{;:I~'Y!~~";~: '~~'Q~~~", : ••NT ••NT 

CONCUNTRA'ftON CONCENTRATION " '.' ."::"'" "'rA,,,:I'IOM.. ,.,).«""f""T., ,...... 

GCIMS:FRACTION 7 PE~ICIDES (continued) , " • ,< ',," ,,' ,> " "':'i'),t":. ';:,:::.:i:::r,jB.l'!!1~"g;J~~0;i,\F,,i i,,' ~' 
17P:Heptl!Chlor' 

V {l,('fnCEpoxlde 
I(1024-67·3) 

18P. PCB'1242 
(''63469.2l~9) 'I . ( 

t9P. PCB.'25~: 
V' ( I (11097-6~·1) I 

20P. PCB·1221 
(11104-21:1-2 ) V (I 

, ' . 
2.1P. PCB-1232 

V(1; 141-16.5) I, I 
--' 

22P. PCB·1248 'I ((12672·29·6) V 
....._-----------_..

2~p. PCB·1260 ../(11~1.a2-5) '1 1 
241". PCB·l016 

t/ (f(1:2.67,4-11-2) 
I-L....... ......_-

25P,. Toxaphene 
V tt I(8(10'.35.2) 
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RER')Rl' OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS 	 Page 1 

SAMPLE DESCRIPrICN , LIQUID SAMPLES· 	 SAMPLED BY 

1956-1 tIb. 2 AS Outfall 	 Client 

PARAMm'ER 	 1956-1 
------~-------- ----- ----- ------ ---- 
J\Imonia-N, mg/l as N 0.56 

. Fecal Colifonn MF, col/l00ml o 
Fluodde, rrg/l 0.57 
Nitrate+Nitrite, mg/l as N NO 
Nitrogen (Organic) , mg/l 2.5 
IJ:btal Organic carbon, rrg/l ·134 
Oil & Grease (Gravimetric), rrg/l 1'1) 

IJ:btal· PhosJ;horus, rrg/l 1.4 
SUlfate as S04, reg/I 340 
SUlfide , rrg/l 1'1) 

SUrfactants (MBAS-EPA 425.1), rrg/l 1'1) 

Alumintml, rrg/l 0.40 
B:lritmI, rrg/l. 0.13 
Iron, rrg/l 0.32 
Magnesitun, mg/l 16 

. Manganese, mg/l 0.41 
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REOORl' OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 2 

u:x:; N) SAMPLE DESCRIPl'I<N , LIfJJID SAMPLES SAMPLED BY 

1956-1 N:>. 2 AS Outfall Client 
------ ------'------------------- ----------- 

1956-1 
--------------- ----- '------ ----- ----- ---
VOlatile Organic Conp:>unds 
Acrolein, ug/l ND 
Acrylonitrile, ug/l ND 
Benzene, ug/l ND 
Bis(chloranethy1.)Ether, ug/l ND 
Braroform, ug/l ND 
carron Tetrachloride, ug/1 ND 
Chlorobenzene, ug/l ND 
Chlorodibron:arethane, ug/1 ND 
Chloroethane, ug/i ND 

, 2-chloroethy1vinyl Ether, ug/l NO 
Chloroform, ug/l 280 
Dichlorobron:arethane, ug/1 ND 
Dichlorodifluoranethane, ug/l ND 
l,l-Dichloroethane, ug/l ND 
l,2-Dichloroethane, ug/l ND 
1,l-Dichloroethy1ene, ug/1 'ND 
1,2-Dichloropro:pa.ne, ug/l ND 
1,3-Dichloropropylene, ug/l ND 
Ethylbenzene, ug/l ND 
Methyl Branide, ug/l ND 
Methy 1 O1loride, ug/l ND 
Methylene Chloride, ug/l ND 

http:2-Dichloropro:pa.ne
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REFORT OF ANALYTICAL. RESULTS 	 Page 3 

I..OO 00 SAMPLE DESCRIPrICN , LIQUID SAMPLES 

1956-1 ~. 2 AB Outfall 	 Client 
------ ------------------------- --- " 

PARAMETER 	 1956-1 
- ----- ------ ----- ------ ----- ..

1 ,1,2, 2-Tetrachloroethane, ug/l lID 

Tetrachloroethylene, ug/l NO 

Toluene, ug/l NO 

l,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene, ug/l NO 

1,1,1:..sr'richloroethane, ug/l NO 

1,1, 2:..sr'richloroethane, ug/l NO 

Trichloroethylene ~ ug/l NO 

Trichlorofluoromethane, ug/l NO 

Vinyl Chloride, ug/l NO 


Acid Extractable Organics 
2-ch.loropheool, ug/l NO 
2,4-Dichloropheool, ug/l NO 
2,4-Dimethylpheool, ug/l NO 
4,6-Dinit; ro-o-cresol, ug/l NO 
2,4-Dinitrophenol, ug/l NO 
2-Nitrophenol, ug/l NO 
4-Nitrophenol, ug/l NO 
p-Chloro-nrcresol, ug/l NO 
Pentachlorophenol, ug/l NO 

. Pheool, ug/l NO 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol,\ug/l NO 





James W. 'Andrews. Ph.D. 
Rlesident SAVANNAH LABORATORIES 
Janette M. Davis . AND ENYIRONMENTAL SERVICES, INCVICe-President 

p. 	Q Box 13548 • Savannah, GA 31416-0548 
Whitfield Avenue at Shipyard Road (31406) u:x; NJ: 87-1956 

(912) 354-7858 . 

Received: 23 JUN 87 

Mr .R. A. l-t'Crary 
ITT Rayonier Inc., Jesup Division Purchase Order: C-174-12336 
P. O. Box 207 

Jesup, GA 31545-0207 


REEORT OF ANALYTICAL RESULTS 	 Page 4 

u:x; N) SAMPLE DESCRIPI'Ic::N , LIQUID SAMPLES 	 .SAMPLED BY 

1956-1 N:I. . 2 AB QItfaU 	 Client 
------ ------------------------~ ----------- 
P~ 1956-1· 

B:1se Neutral Conp::>unds . 
Acena};tlthene, ug/l NO 
Acena};tlythlene, ug/l NO 
Anthracene, ug/l NO 
Benzidine, ugjl NO 
Benzo(a)Anthracene, ug/l NO 
Benzo(a)pyrene, ug/1 NO 
3,4-Benzofluoranthene, ug/l NO 
Benzo (g,h,i) Perylene, ug/l NO 
Benzo (k) F1uoranthene, ug/1 NO 
Bis (2-ch1oroethoxy) .Methane, ug/1 NO 
Bis (2-ch1oroethy1) Ether, ugjl NO 
Bis (2-chloroisopropy1) Ether, ug/l NO 
Bis (2-Ethylhexy1) Phthalate, ug/l 23 
4-Braio};tlenyl Phenyl Ether, ug/l NO 
Butyl Benzyl Phthalate, ug/l NO 
2-chloronaphthalene,' ug/l NO 
4-chloropheny1 Phenyl Ether, ug/l NO 
Chrysene, ug/l . NO 
Dibenzo (a,h) Anthracene, ug/l NO 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene, ug/l NO 
1,3-Dichlor~zene, ug/1 NO 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene, ugjl NO 
----------------------------.....:-.-------------
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SAMPLE DESCRIPl'IOO , LICJJID SAMPLES SAMPLED BY 

1956-1 N::>. 2 AB Outfall Client 

1956-1 __________________________...L______________ 

3, 3-Dichlorobenzidine, ug/l· NO 

Diethyl Phthalate, ug/l NO 

Dimethyl Phthalate, ug/l NO 

Di-N-8.ltyl Phthalate, ug/l NO 

2,4-Dinitrotoluene,ug/l NO 

2,6-Dinitrotoluene, ug/l NO 

Di-N-Octyl Phthalate, ug/l NO 

l, 2-Diphenylhydrazine, .ug/l NO 

Fluoranthene, ug/l NO 

Fluorene, ug/l NO 

Hexachlorobenzene, ug/l NO 

Hexachlorobutadiene, ug/l NO 

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene, ug/l NO 

Hexachloroethane, ug/l NO 

Indeno (l,2,3-cd) Pyrene, ug/l NO 

lso:t:horone, ug/l NO 

Naphthalene, ug/l NO 

Nitro.benzene, ug/l NO 

N-Nitrosodimethylamine, ug/l NO 

N-Nitrosodi-N-Propylamine, ug/l NO 

N-Nitrosodi:t:henylamine, ug/l NO 

Phenanthrene, ug/l NO 

Pyrene, ug/l NO 

l,2,4-Trichloro.benzene, ug/l NO 

--------------- ----- ----.....:.-- ----- ------ ----- 





------ -------------------------- ------------
___________ _ 

--------------- ----- ---- ----- ----- -----
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SAMPLE DESCRIPTICN , LIQUID SAMPLES 	 SAMPLED BY 

1956-1 N::>. 2 AB Outfall 	 Client 
_________-i._________~-----------

1956-1 

Pesticides/PCB's 
Aidrin, ug/l NO 
Alpha-BHC, ug/l NO 
Beta-SHC, ug/l NO 
GaImna-BHC, ug/l NO 
Delta-BHC, ug/l NO 
Chlordane, ug/l NO 
4,4'-ror, ug/l . NO 
4,4'-OOE, ug/l NO 
4,4'-OOD, ug/l NO 
Dieldrin, ug/l NO 
Alpha-Endosulfan, ug/l NO 
Beta-Endosulfan, ug/l NO 
Endosulfan Sulfate, ug/l NO 
Endrin, ug/l NO 
Endrin Aldehyde, ug/l NO 
Heptachlor, ug/l NO 
Heptachlor E:poxide, ug/l NO 
PCB-1242,ug/l . NO 
PCB-:1254, ug/l NO 
PCB-1221, ug/l NO 
PCB-1232, ug/l NO 
PCB-1248, ug/l NO 
PCB-1260, ug/l NO 

. PCB-I016, ug/l 	 NO 

. Toxaphene, ug/l 	 NO 

• 
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SAMPLE DESClUPl'IOO , LIQUID SAMPLES . SAM:PLED BY 
----- ------------------------.- -----------
1956-1 lb. 2 AB Outfall Client 

PARAMETER 1956-1 

AntiIrony, ng/l ID 
Arsenic, mg/l NO 
Beryllium, mg/l NO 
CaClnium, mg/l NO 
Om:miun, ngjl NO 
Cogler, reg/I NO 
Lead, reg/I NO 
.Mercury, mg/l NO 
Nickel, reg/I NO 
seleniun,· ng/l NO 
Silver, reg/I NO 
'Ihalliun, ng/l NO 
Zinc, reg/I NO 
Phenolics,'IOtal Reroverable, mg/l 0.07 
Cyanide, mg/l NO 

Methods: EPA 40 CFR Part 136 arid Standard MethoOs, 
16th Edition 

NO = }lbne Detected 

\. 
J 
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SAMPLE· DESClUPl'ICN , Qt.IALITY CCNlROL SAMPLES SAMPLED BY 

1956-5 Detection Limit Client 

1956-6. Accuracy (rrean % recovery) 

1956-7 Precision (mean % RSD) 


"':'"" ------------------------  -----------,.~-

1956-5 1956-6 1956-7 

.Amm:::>nia-N, mg/l as N 0.03 120 % 6.8 % 
Fecal-Coliform MF, col/l00ml 1 NA 1\11\ 
Fluoride, I[g/1 0.2 99 % ·3.6 % 
Nitrate+Nitrite, mg/l as N 0.05 115 % 6.1 % 
Nitrogen(Organic) , mg/l 0.04 120 % 6.8 % 
'Ibtal Organic carbon, Il'g/1 1.0 98 % 1.7 % 
Oil & Grease (Gravimetric), Il'g/1 . 5 . 105 % 5.4 % 
'Ibtal. Phos];borus, Il'g/1 0.5 78 % 0.16 % 
SUlfate as S04, Il'g/1 1.0 97 % 2.2 % 
Sulfide , Il'g/1 1.0 70 % o % 
Surfactants (MBAS-EPA 425.1), Il'g/1 0.10 99 % 7.0 % 
Aluminum, Il'g/1 . 0.1 99 % . 0.95 % 
Barium, Il'g/1 0.05 106 % 0.70% 
Iron, Il'g/1 0.05 108 % 0.80 % 

. Magnesium,mg/l 0.05 86 % 1..5 % 
Manganese,mgjl 0.05 93 % 1.4% 
-------------- ---- ------ ---'--. ----- 
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LOG N) SAMPLE DESCRIPrIGl , (JJALIT'i CCNIROL ~ 	 SAMPLED BY 

1956-5 Detection Limi t Client 

1956-6 .Accuracy (n:ean % recovery) 

1956-7 Precision (mean % RSD) 


PARAMETER 	 1956-5 1956-6 

Volatile Organic CCJnp:>unds 
Acrolein, ug/1 50 
Acrylonitrile, ug/l 50 
Benzene, ug/l 1 116 % 5.5 % 
Bis(chloranethy1)Ether, ug/1 1 
BrOl1Ofonn, ug/l 1 
carbon Tetrachloride, ug/1 1 
Chlorobenzene, ug/l 1 123 % 4.6 % 
Chlorodibrom:::rrethane, ug/l 1 
Cliloroethane, ug/l 1 
2-Chloroethylvinyl Et~r, ug/l 1 
Chloroform, ug/l \ 1 
Dichlorobrom:::rrethane, ug/l 1 
Dichlorodifluoranethane, ug/l 1 
1,1-Dichloroethane, ug/l 1 
1,2-:-Dichloroethane, ug/1 1 
1,1-Dichloroethy1ene, ug/l 1 106 % 2.2 % 
1,2-Dichloropropane, ug/l 1 
1,3-Dichloropropy1ene, ug/1 1 
Ethy1benzene, ug/l 1 
Methyl Branide, ug/l 1 
-'-------------- ----- ----- ----- ------ ----
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r.cx; N) SAMPLE DESatIPl'ICN , QUALIT!l CCNIROL SAMPLES SAMPLED BY· 

1956-5 
1956-6 
1956-7 

' 
Detection Lindt 
Accuracy (rrean % recovery) 
Precision (mean % RSD) 

Client 

1956-5 1956-6 1956-7 
--------------- ---, 
Methyl Olloride, ug/l 1 
Methylene Chloride, ug/l, 1 
1,1,2, 2...JI'etrachloroethane, ug/l 1 
Tetrachloroethylene, ug/l 1 
Tqluene, ug/l 1 156 % 6.8 % 
1,2...JI'rans-Dichloroethylene, ug/l 1 
1,1,l...JI'richloroethane, ug/l 1 
1,1,2...JI'richloroethane, ug/l 1 
Trichloroethylene, ug/l 1 95 % 1.1 % 
Trichlorofluorom.:?thane, ug/l 1 
Vinyl Chloride, ug/l 1 
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LOG 00 SAMPLE DESaUPTICN , QUALI'lY CCNlROL SAMPLES· SAMPLED BY 

1956-5 Detection Limit· Client 
1956-6 . Accuracy (rrean % recovery) 
1956-7 Precision (mean %RSD) 

1956-5 1956-6 1956-7 
-------------- ---- ---- ---- --
Acid Extractable Organics 

2-QUorophenol, ug/l 10 121 % 5.8 % 
2, 4-Dichlorophenol, ug/l 10 
2, 4-DimethyIphenol, ug/l 10 
4,6-Dinitro-o-cresol, ug/l 20 
2,4-Dinitro'fhenol, ug/l 50 
2-Nitro'fhenol, ug/l 20 
4-Nitro'fhenol, ug/l 30. 39 % 7.3 % 
p-Chloro--m-cresol, ug/l 10 53 % 9.4 % 
Pentachloro'fhenol, ug/l 10 34 % 19 % 
Phenol, ug/1 10 49 % 2.2 % . 
2,4,6-Trichloro'fhenol, ug/l 10 
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100 ID SAMPLE DESCRIPI'ICN, CtU\LI'lY CCNIROL SAMPLES SAMPLED BY 

1956-5 Detection Limi. t Client 

1956-6 Accuracy (rrean % recovery) 

1956-7 Precision (mean % RSD) 

------ -------------------------- ------------ ... 

PARAMEI'ER 1956-5 1956-6 1956-7 

Base Neutral COnJ;ouncls 
.AcenaPlthene, ug/1 10 64.% 2.2 % 
Acena]:;hytblene, ug/1 10 
Anthracene, ug/1 10 
Benzidine, ug/1 10 
Benzo(a)Anthracene, ug/1 10 
Benzo(a)pyrene, ug/1 10 
3,4-Benzof1uoranthene, ug/l 10 
Benzo (g,h,i) Perylene, ugjl 10 
Benzo (k) F1uoranthene, ug/l 10 
Bis (2-<llloroethoxy) Methane, ugjl 10 
Bis . ( 2-<llloroethy1) Ether,. ug/1 10 
Bis (2-<llloroiscpropyl) Ether, ug/1 10 
Bis (2-Ethylhexy1) Phthalate, ugj1 10 
4-Brom:>Plenyl Phenyl Ether, ug/l 10 
Butyl Benzyl Phthalate, ug/1 10 
2-chloronaphtha1ene, ug/1 . 10 
4-chloropheny1 Phenyl Ether, ug/1 10 
Chrysene, ugj1 . 10 
Dibenzo (a,h) Anthracene, ug/l 10 
1,2-Dicblorobenzene, ug/1 10 
--------------- ------ ------ ----- ------ ----_. 
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SAMPLE DESCRIPrICN , QUALITY CCNIROL SAMPLES SAMPLED BY 

1956...,5 r;etection Limit Client 

1956-6 Accuracy (rrean % recovery) 

1956-7 Precision (mean % RSD) 

----~- ------------------------- --------.---- . 

PAR.AMEI'ER 1956-5 1956-6 1956-7 
--------------- ----- ----- ._---- - ---- 
1,3-0ichlorobenzene, ug/1 10 

. 1,4-Dichlorcbenzene, ugj1 10 54 % 3.9 % 
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine, ugj1 20 
Diethy1 Phthalate, ugj1 10 
D.ilrtethy1 Phthalate, ug/1 10 
Di-N-Blty1 Phthalate, ug/1 10 
2,4-Dinitroto1uene,ug/1 10 46 % 43 % 
2,6-Dinitroto1uene, ug/l 10 
Di-N-Octy1 Phthalate, ug/1 10 
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine, ug/1 10 
Fluoranthene, ug/1 10 
Fluorene, ug/1 10 
Hexachlorobenzene, ug/1 10 
Hexachlorobutadiene, ug/1 10 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene, ug/1 10 
Hexachloroethane, ug/1 10 
Indeno (1,2,3-cd) Pyrene, ug/1 10 
Iso];horone, ug/l 10 
Naphthalene, ug/1 10 
Nitrobenzene, ug/1 10 
N-Nitrosodirrethy1amine, ug/1 20 
N-Nitrosodi-N-Propylamine, ug/1 10 23 % 22 % 
N-Nitrosodi];heny1amine; ug/1 10. 
Phenanthrene, ug/1 10 
Pyrene, ug/1 10 66 % 16 % 
1,2,4~rich1orobenzene, ug/1 10 53 % 2.7 % 
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I.OO ID SAMPLE DESCRIPI'ICN , QUALITY CCNIROL SAMPLES SAMPLED BY 
---.---- ------------------------- ----------- 
1956-5 Detection LiIDi t Client 

1956-6 Accuracy (mean % recovery) 

1956-7 . Precision (mean. % RSD) 


PARAMETER 1956-5 1956-6 1956-7 

Pesticides/PCB's 
Aldrin, ug/l 0.01 87 % 22 % 
Alpha-BEe, ug/l 0.01 
Beta-EEC, ug/l 0.04 
Ganna-BEe, ug/l 0.01 118 % 24 % 
Delta-BHC,ug/l 0.01 
Chlordane, ug/l 0.20 
4,4'-wr, ug/l 0.05 111% 5~2 % 
4,4'-ooE, ug/l 0.02 
4,4'-000, ug/l 0.02 
Dieldrin, ug/l 0.02 131 % ' 17 % 
Alpha-Endosulfan, ug/l 0.02 
Beta-Endosulfan, ug/l 0.05 
Endosulfan SUlfate, ug/l 0.10 
Endrin, ug/l 0.02 113 % 14 % 
Endrin Aldehyde, ug/l 0.10 
Heptachlor, ug/l 0.02 80 % 25 % 
Heptachlor Epoxide, ug/l 0.02 
PCB-1242, ug/l 0.50 
PCB-1254, ug/l 0.50 
PCB-1221, ug/l 0.50 
PCB-1232, ug/l 0.50 
PCB-1248,' ug/l 0.50 
PCB-1260, ug/l 0.50 
PCB-I016, ug/l 0.50 
Toxaphene, ug/l 1.0 
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SAMPLE DESCRIPl'ICN , QUA,LI'lY CCNIROL SAMPLES SAMPLED BY 

1956-5 Detection Limit Client 

1956-6' Pcruracy (nean % recovery) 

1956-7 Precision (mean %RSD) 


AntiIIDny, ng/l 
Arsenic, mg/l 
Beryllium, mg/l 
cadnium, mg/l 
Clromium, ng/l 
CoQ?er, ng/l ' 
lead, ng/l 
Mercury, mg/l 
Nickel, ng/l 
Selenium, ng/l 
Silver, ng/l 
'nlallium, ng/l, 
Zinc, ng/l 
Phenolics, 'lbtal Reooverable, mg/l 
Cyanide, mg/l 

J. W. Andrews, Ph. D. 

------------" 

1956-5 1956-6 1956-7 

0.05 93 % 4.0 % 
0.01 100 % ,15 % 
0.01 llO% 1.8% 
0.01 108 % 0.7 % 
0.05 108 % L8% 
0.05 104 % 1.2% 
0.01' 90 % 5.5 % 

0.0002 100 % o % 
0.05 89 % 1.0% 
0.01 100 % 4 % 
0.02 88 % 4.6 % 
0.01 102 % 3.3 % 
0.05 , 105 % 0.7 % 
0.01 92 % 3.1 % 
0.02 93 % 5 % 



r- ETC ENVIRONMENTAL 
TESTING and. CERTIFICATION 

APR 29 I 1987 

TABLE 1 :'QUANTITA TIVE RESULTS a'nd' QUALITY ASSURANCE DATA 
'-' . 

I 

Total Polychlorinated Dibenzo Dioxins/Furans GC/MS Analysis Data (QR 61) 

.......::::::;?i;:y~hain.·pf¢li$to~y Data R~quliiicffor.~f~l)a.~.~ .• Manageinellt s.um.ma r 'I .. ~epoHs:/:::. . 


•.;;i;e*J~:::::;Kn'~;2~~~~;\·Z:'il.·;i!;1".J't Y~;~~tPt~t;:Ot:ittt:;:its:.t;oi~i:O;~;t):: .. ··. 
QC Mat rix SpikeBlank 

.: % .... . Ooi'lcen. %Urispiked 
Sample ReeDvitecov. . .. Added .: 

ppt,... :....: :. PPt 
NO . 10 NONO 103 10 104NO .45 NO 

NO10 100NO . 15 NO NO NO 101 10 
Teoo 
PCOO 

and Spiked 

HKCDO 10 104 NO 10 106NO .41 NO NO NO 
HpCOO 10 103 NO 10 100NO .18 NO NONO 

. 93 10OeDD NO 1.1 NO 10 NO 115NO NO 
TCOF 103.36 10 104 NO 10NO NO NO NO 

J0 1 PCDF NO .09 NO NO NO 10 NO 10 102 
HxCOF . 10 NO 10NO NO NO 10 101 NO 99
HpCDF NO NO 10 103 NO 10 104NO .12 NO 

NO NO NO NO 10 98 NO 10 91OCDF 1.3 
.45 NO 10 103 10 104NO. NO NO NO2.3.1.8-TCOO 

10.36 NO NO 104 NO 10 103NO NO2.3.1.9-TCOF 

_·-t 
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@£pmf~ent of ~a:tural 2l\esour.ces 
ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTION OIVISION 

270 WASH1NGTON STREET. S.w.. JOE D. TANN ER. 
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30334Commissioner 

J. LEONARD LEDBETTER December 19, 1980 
Division Director 

Mr. R. A. McCrary 

Manager of Environmental Affairs 

ITT Rayonier, Inc. 

P. O. Box 207 

Jesup, GA 31545 


Dear Mr. McCrary: 

Based on the information provided in your December 11 letter, we concur 
that the uncontaminated surface runoff into ditches at the rear of your mill 

·----··-·-··-:-:-·-site .should not ·be considered a point source discharge requiring .an NPDES==: __... :.:._.. 
permit at this time. This runoff discharge does not need to be listed in' 
the~PDES permit application. 

If you have any questions, please give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

~ fl\.- .~ 

.. ,rv~~:~S? :-.>~~ 
William M. Jernigan, P. E. • . 
Program Manager 
Industrial Wastewater Program 

WM3:mck 
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Mr. William Jemigan 
recenber 11, 1980 Page 2 

Raycnier Lake is used as a recreational area and there are 
-fish in the rake. When the lake overflcws it drains into the 
Altanaha Ri.ver. OlE to the apparent good cx:ndition of this -lake 
it is not anticipated that the runoff fran the area in qlEstian 
poses a dishcarge problem to warrent it being listed as a problem 
to· the enviranrrent. 

If You 6cncur that- the dis~ does not n~ to be listed 
as a -point source, we propose to list only the discharge of pro-
cess water fran our ~effluent treatIrent systems.· A response 
to this propJsal will be appreciated. 

.Very truly yours, 

ITI' RAYCNIER-- INC. 

aa.Wr/~-R. A. McCrary 
Manager of Envirc:.t'lI'CE! tal 
Affairs,lPulp Prcrltrts 
Southeastern Operations 

PAM:rsb ... 

I 
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ITT Rayonier Inc. 
Jesup Division 

Post Office Box 207 
Jesup, Georgia 31545 
(912) 42}-2061 

m 
. 

J:ecember ll, 1980 

Mr. William Jemigan
Progl:am Manager . 
IndlJlStrial WaterNaSte Program 
Envi.ranmental Protection Divisien 
280 Washingten St., S.W•. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

:oe:ar Mr. Jernigan: 

As we discussed with you ·today, we are. cancerne::i about 'the pc:lSsi
bility of surface runoff into ditches·en the rear of our mill site 
being C01sidered a point sOUrce requir:ing NPIES pamitting. '!his 
runoff oovelops over an area exposed to the foll~: 

1) 	 Mainly a grassed sandhill with cne ha.rdwcXJd stand. 

2) . 	Various types of eqw.pnent ~ stared in the area of runoff.: 

3) 	 Sore baI:k:" knots, lime and fl'l.'ltE dirt were stored an this 
ai:ea sare years ago. With the excepticn of the disposal 
of fl'l.'1tE dirt the area has been inactive for years as a 
disi;x:sal site. 

You will find attached a map indicating the basic site ~ 
ccnsideration. 

re have obtained limited tests en this area. The tests show 
the follo1,ring results. The sample was ·taken at the point the flow. 
CQ'll:s together prior to going under. the public county road and 
railroad as it flews towam Rayonier Lake. 

tece:rrber .1, 1980 J:ecember 4, 1980· 

BOD (nq/l) 4 6 
TSS (reg/l) 2 1 
PI 7.1 . 7.1 
'I'eItperature (oe) 19 19 
Estimated. F1CM (gpn) 40 40 

CaltinUed•.•••• 
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130 Al.TAI'IAllA Kl VER lIAS IN 

r', 
',0222&1&0 AI-TAKAKA RIVER NEAR EVERETT CITY. CA. -Conclnued 

OXYGEN. CISSOLVED (00). "GIL. WATER yiAR OCTOBER 1952 TO S~PTe"!ER 1~~! 

",ix OlIN JolIN MAX' MAX "AX 

OCTOBEQ ' oece~eeR JANUARY 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

7.4 
7.3 
1.3 
7.6 
7.2 

6.6 
6.5 
b.~ 

, 6.5 
6.5 

8.S 
8.6 
5.7 
8.6 
5.6 

8.l 
8.3 
5.4 
a.3 
,8. :5 

. 

8.! 
!.~ 
S.l 
e.l 
8.0 

7.7 
1.6 
7.4 
7,.2 
7.4 

a.5 
8.7 
5.~ 
e.5 
e.8 

7.0
e.l 
<1.1 
S.1 
8.4 

10~3
9.e 
~.! 
Y.5 
9.5 

9.7 
9.3 
8.! 
8.2 
S.C 

9.3 
9.5 
9.3 
9.2 
9.0 

8.6 
8.4 ' 
a.3 
8.!
a.! 

6 
7 
8 
9 

1/j 

7.1 
7.2 
7.1
7.e 
6.5 

6.3 
6.4 
6.4 

, 6.3 
6.0 

8.S 
9.0 
9.1 
~.2 
9.2 

a. ! 
8.7 
8.9 
9.0 
9.0 

7.8 
8.0 
8.1 
S.2 
S.l 

7.4 
7.7 
5;0 
7•• 
7.9 

8.9 
9.1 
9.3 
9.3 
9.4 

3.3 
8.2 
S.6 
9.1 
9.0 

9.::1 
S.4 ' 
8.1 ,
e.4 
8.~ 

5.5 
d.; 
S.O 
7.9 

, 7. d 

7.2 
7.! 
7.1 
1.2 
7.0 

11 
12 
13 
14 
1S 

5.9 
5.5 
5.7 
b.O 
~.3 

9,.5 
9.,2 
~.2 
9.1 
9.2 

!l.7 
5.6 
8. 1 
8.0 
S.2 

6.3
a.3 
S.2 
8.9 
9.] 

S.C 
7.S 
7.5 
7.S 
S.8 

9.6 
9.6 

10.1 
10.5 
10.i 

9.1 
9.2 
Y.l 
9.5 

1~.2 

9.4 
9.4 
9.S 

10.1 
1~.0 

e.3 
5.3 
8.9 
S.9 
8.7 

7.1 
7.2 
7.! 
7.4 
7.6 

16 
17 
15 
H 
lO 

7.4 
7.8 
ISo 1 
7 •• 
7.! 

6.5 
6.8 
7.1 
7.2 
7.4 

9.1 
. 9.1 

9.1 
9.0
e.9 

9.0 
5.4 
5.4 

,6. :5 
S.2 

9.0 
8.S 
9.3 
9.4 
9.0 

e.4 
8.0 
8.0 
e.l 
8.3 

10.8 
10.9 
11.0 
11 • 1 
11.1 

9.9 
lC.::! 
10.0 
10.2 
1~. 3 

9.9 
9.6 
~. 5 
9.5 
9.3 

9.3 
e.B
e.7 

'S.6 
5.7, 

e.3 
S.4 
S.l 
!.3 
e.4 

7.~ 
7.4 
7.; 
7.2 
7.; 

,21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

7.9 
! .0 
7.8 

7.4 
7.6 
7.7 

7.3 

9.1) 
8.9 
8.7 
8.6 
~.4 

a.l 
a.o 
6.0 
8.0 
8.0 

9.5 
10.0 
10.3 
10.1 

9.7 

8.9 
5.7 
9.3 
0.5 
0.1 

11. 5 
11.5 
11.3 
1'.! 
11.2 

11.0 
l'.e 
10.7 
10.4 
10.4 

9.1 
Y.l 
3.8 
!.9 
0.0 

!.6 
, 8.7 
!.4 
S.4 
!.~ 

S.1 
3.6 
9.0 

7.3 
7.4 
7.6 

8.2 
e .4 
& .2 
a .l 
e.2 
s .3 

7.9 
S.!! 
S.O 
S.O 
8.0 
9.0 

5.4
e.5 
!.4 
8.4
4.3 

5.1 
5.2 
S.2 
7.9 
7.4 

9.5 
9.0 
8.7 
S~2 
5.0 
8.1 

8.9 
8.6 
8.0 
7.6 
7.7. 
7.7 

1 1 • 1 
10.9 
10.8 
10.9 
10.8 
10.5 

10.1 
10.5 
1~.2 
10.1 
10.2 
1:).::1 

9.0 
9.2 
9.4 

S.2
e.6 
6.S 5.7 

9.1 
9.0 
8.! 

8.2 
7.9 
8.2 
8.1 

)40NTH S .4 5.7 9.5 7.8 10.3 7.2 n.5 7.6 10.3 e.l '1.5 7.0 

OAf '4IN MIN 

APlIIL JUNE' JULY AUGUST 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

l! • f 
! .4 
a • e 
5.7 
a.2 

7.8 
7.3
7.u 
7.4 
7.5 

7.1 
7.0 
6.9 
6.6 
6.5 

6.4 ' 
6.2 
6.3 
6.0 
5.9 

7.1 
7.7 
7.5 
7.5 
7.5 

6.4 
6.5 
6.8 
6.9 
6.5 

6.2 
6.3 
6." 
6.3 
6.0 

5.5 
5.4 
5.6 
5.1 
5.; 

~.5 

6.Y 
6.5 
0.4 
6.7 

6.3 
,s.l 
~.1 

6.C 
6.1 

5.4 
5.2 
5.5 
S.6 
5.7 

5.0 
5.0 
5.1 
4.9 
5.0 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

7 • S 
'7.4 
6.9 
6.6 
7.2 

7.! 
6.7 
6.5 
6.3 
6.1 

6.7 
6.<1 
6.7 
6.6
0.' 

5.9 
6.0 
6.2 
5.7 
5.7 

7.4 
7.1 
7.1 
7.4 
8.! 

6.7 
6.7 
6.! 
6.4 
0.8 

6.6 
6.5 
6.2 
6.2 
6.1 

6.0 
6.C 
5•• 
5.8 
5.7 

~.; 

6.0 
6.0 
5.9 
6.0 

5.7 
5,5 
5.3 
5.2 
5.3 

5.9 
6.5 

. 5.1 
5.3 

11 
12 
13 
14 
, 5 

7.5 
7.S 
7.3 
7.1 
6.a 

~"5
6.7 
6.6 
~.4 

6.1 

6.4 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 

5.8 
6.0 
6.1 
0.1 
6.! 

7.7 
7.4 
7.] 
7.! 
8.0 

6.5 
7.0 
6.9 
6.7 
6.7 

6.3 
6.1 
6.2 
b.O 
6.1 

S.8 
5.7 
5.8 
5.5 
5.6 

6.5 
6.2 
6.C 
5.4 

5.3 
5.<: 
5.1 
5.2 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

7.0 
7.2 
7.1 
7.2 
7.6 

~ 
0.6 
6.5 
6.7 

6.8 
6.8 
7.2 
7.3 
7.0 

6.! 
6.5 
6.7 
6.8 
6.5 

7.3 
7.2 
7.; 
7.2 
7.1 

6.7 
6.6 
6.6 
6.7 
6.7 

6.2 
6.1 
6.1 
0.0 
t.O 

5.7 
5.6 
5.6 
5.4 
5.2 

6.3 
6.3 

5.7 
5.6 

2' 
22 
23 
24 
25 

7.a 
1.9 
7.8 
7.4 
7.5 

, o. q 

7.2 
7.2 
7.2 
6.6 

7.2 
7.2 
7./j 
7. 1 
7.1 

0.5 
6.6 
~.6 
6.5 
6.4 

7.4 
7.1 
6.7 
7.0 
7.1 

6.7 
6.5 
6.! 
t.2 
6.S 

5.7 
6.0 
6.3 

, 5.9 
6.0 

5.1 
5.1 
5.5 
5.4 
S • 1 

5.5 
5.8 

c.] 
, ~.6 

b.9 
7.~ 
7.0 

5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.6 
5. S 

26 
'27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

1.4 
7.3 
7.4 
7.2 
7.,1 

6.5 
6.6 
6.6 
6.5 
6.4 

7.0 
7.1 
7.1 
7.2 
7.1 
7.1 

6.4 
6.] 
6.4 
6.4 
6. 5 
6.4 

5.9 5.4 

6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.0 

5.1 
5.1 
5.3 
5.3 

6.4 
6.! 
6-.1 
6.2 
5.0 
5.4 

5.8 
5.3 
5.2 
5.2 
5.2 
5.0 

6.! 
7.0 
6.9 
6.7 
6.9 

5.S 
5.8 
6.0 
6.0, 
6.0 

IIONTH 8.8 6.0 '7.3 5.7 8.3 5 •. 4 6.6 5.1 7.1 7.0 4.9 

11.5 4,,9 

-
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A.l.tAIWIA RIVEI!. At EVERZTT CItY, CA--CoReinued 

OXYCEII, DISSOLVED (DOl, HelL, WATEI!. YEAl OCTOBEI!. 198) TO SEPTtK&!1!. 1984 

A.l.tAIWIA UVER BASIII 

DAY ItIIi KIll KIll KIll KIll !tIlI 

. aeroB!!. HOVI!K1IEl DECEMBEl JAllUAilY FuaUAIlY ItA.IlCK 

6.0 8.0 7.5 11.0 10.6' 9.1 . 8.8 9.2 8.4 
2 
I 

6.0 8.3 7.5 II. I 10.6 9.2 9.0 9.4 9.0 
) 6.0 8.1 7.3 8.1 7.9 1l.2 lO.6 9.. 8.8 9.4 9.1 
4 6.1 8.0 . 7.2 7.9 7.5 1l.0 10.4 9.0 8.6 9.2 8.9 
5 6.0 8.0 7.3 7.5 7.l 10.7 10.2 8.7 8.3 8.9 8.1· 

6 6.8 6.0 7.8 7.1 7.4 6.9 10.6 lO.2 8.8 7.9 
7.0 ..7 . 1.1 6.1 7.9 7.2 6.6 lO.5 10.0 8.0 7.1 

8 7.2 6.1 8.2 7.6 7.1 6.7 10.4 10.0 7.6 6.7 
9 7.1 6.3 8.2 7.2 7.4 7.0 10.4 9.9 7.8 7.2 

10 7.6 6.4 . 8.1 7.2 7.6 7.2 10.2 9.8 7.9 7.5 

II 7.6 6.6 8.1 7.5 7.8 7.3 9.8 9.0 8.l 7.6 
12 7.6 6.6 8.1 7.7 7.6 7.1 9.5 9.0 8.2 7.6 
I) 7.6 7.0 8.4 7.9 7.1 6.5 9.7 9.2 8.0 7.6 
14 7.3 6.8 8.4 7.9 7.2 6.6 9.8 9.3 8.7 8.1 8.2 7.6 
15 7.7 7.0 8.4 7,8 7.4 7.0 9.8 9.4 8.3 7.9 8.1 1.3 

16 7.7 7.1 8.3 7.9 7.7 . 7.1 9'.7 9.3 8.3 7.8 7.8 7.4 
17 8.0 7.4 8.5 8.0 8.0 7.5 9.5 9.1 8.3 7.9 1.7 6.8 
18 8.0 7.5 8.5 7.9 8.3 7.8 9.5 9.2 8.1 7.8 1.7 6.8 
19 8.) 7.5 8.7 8.0 8.5 . 8.2 9.3 8.7 8.0 7.7 8.0 7.1 
20 8.1 7.4 8.5 8.0 8.7 8.4 8.8 8.6 1.8 7.4 7.8 7.2 

21 7.6 8.7 7.9 9.1 8.1 9.1 8.6 7.6 7.2 7.1 
22 7.5 8.7 8.1 9.0 8.5 9.6 9.0 7.7 7.3 7.4 

2) 7.9 
 8.9 8.3 9.0 8.6 9.8 9.3 7•.6 1.f ,'. 7.4 
24 7.7 9.l 8.6 9.8 9.4 8.0 7.3 7.2 
25 7.8 ,.4 8.8 9.5 8.9 8.4 7.9 7.0 

26 7.7 6.9 10.2 9.6 9.1 8.8 8.5 8.1 
27 7.7 6.9 10.7 . 10.1 9.1 8.S. 8.7 7.7 
28 7.8 7.0 10.8 lO.5 9.1 8 • .5 8.1 7.5 
29 7.8 7.3 10.8 10.3 8.9 8.2 8.6 7.8 

)0 7.8 7.4 10.4 10.1 8.6 . 8.1 

II 7.9 7.:1 10.7 10.2 . 8.8 8.5 


HOIITII 8.) 6.0 8.9 7.1 10.8 6~5 11.2 8.1 9.2 7.1 

DAY KIN KIll KIll KIll KIll 14111 

A1'IUL KAY JUlIE JULY AUCUST SEl't!H!!1!. 

I 7.2 6.9 6.5 6.1 6.4 5.3 6 • .5 6.0 
2 7.) 7.0 6.1 6.5 5.3 5.2 4.8 6.7 6.2 
) 7 • .5 7.3 5.7 

6.9 
6.7 7.3 5.3 5.2 4.7 7.0 6.4 

4 7.4 6.7 5.9 7.1 5.2 5.7 4.9 7.2 6.66.5 
5 7.0 6 • .5 5~7 5.9 10.8 5.7 5.2 6.8 6.66.1 

6 6.9 6.6 6.6 5.2 6.6 5.7 5 • .5 4.8 5.5 5.1 7.3 6.6 
7 7.0 6.7 6.3 5.4 7.l 5.8 5.4 4.7 5.6 5.1 1.1 7.0 
8 7.2 7.0 6.5 5.:1 6.8 6.0 5.3 4.8 5.3 4.6 7.7 7.2 
9 7.2 6.8 6.4 5.7 6.8 6.1 5.4 4.9 5•• 4.9 7.6. 7.3 

10 7.0 6.7 6.4 5.7 6.6 6.0 5.9 5.2 5.4 5.0 7 • .5 7.1 

Il 7.1 6.8 6.5 5.7 6.9 6.0 5.9 4.9 5.4 5.0 7.6 7.1 
12 7.4 6.8 7.8 5.4 6.5 6.2 6.0 4.8 5.5 5.2 7.7 7.0 
I) 7.4 7.1 8.7 5.8 6.2 5.8 6.3 5.3 5.5 5.0 8.0 7.0 
14 7.4 6.8 6.2 5.9 6.3 5.8 6.3 5.2 S.3 5.0 8.2 7. l 
U 6.9 6.6 6.2 6.0 6.8 5.6 6.2 5.4 5.6 5.0 8.0 7.0 

16 6.8 6.5 .6.3 5.6 5.8 5.3 6.2 5.4 5.6 5.2 7.1 6.8 
17 7.2 6.5 6.1 5.6 5.9 5.1 6.3 5.2 5.5 5.2 7.3 6.9 
18 7.2 6.9 6.2 5.6 5.5 5.0 6.3 5.4 7.7 7.2 
19 7.) 7.0 6.2 5.3 5.3 4.9 6.2 5.6 8.2 7.6 
20 7.3 6.9 5.7 5.1 5 • .5 4.8 6.0 5.7 5.0 8.0 7.7 

21 7.2 6.8 5.7 ~.8 6.0 4.9 6.1 5.8 5.7 5.~ 7.1l 7.5 
22 1.0 6.7 5.6 S.O 5.9 S... 6.1 s'9 L7 S .U i .;:l I .~ 

23 6.1 6.3 5.7 5. I 5.8 5.4 b.3 5.1 5.8 5.$ 7. i i. J 
24 6.6 6.1 5.7 S.l 6.7 5.3 5.5 5.1 5.9 5.7 7.1 7.2 
25 6.7 6.3 6.4 5.3 5.9 5.0 5.6 5.0 5.9 5.7 1.9 7.3 

26 6.8 6.4 6.3 5.0 5.1 ~.9 5 • .5 6.0 5.7 7.9 7.2 
27 6.9 6.2 5.2 4.8 5.6 5.0 5.6 6.0 5.8 7.9 7.2
28 7.3 ~ 5.1 4.8 6.4 5.2 5.7 6.2 5.9 S.l 7.4 
29 8.1 'r.6 5.) 4.9 5.7 5.0 5.8 6.3 6.0 8.1 7.6 
)0 7.) 6.2 5.b 5.4 5.8 5.1 ... J 6.3 5.9 ~.2 7.7 
31 6.2 ~.7 6.4 6.0 

MONTH 8. I ... 0 8.7 4.8 7. I 4.8 7.J 4.7 4.6 S.3 ').0 

ll.2 4.6 
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ALTAHAHA RIVER 8ASIN 141 

02226160 ALTAHAHA RIVER AT EVERETT CITY, GA.--Cantlnued 

OXYGElI. OISSOLVED (00). MG/L. WATER YEAR OCT08ER 1984 TO SEPTEM8ER 1985 

OAY IlAX MIll MAl HIli MAl MIN MAX MIH MAX MIN MAl MIH 

OCT08ER NOVEMBER DECEM8ER JANUARY FEBRUARY IlARCH 

1 
2 
1 
4 
5 

8.0 
7.7 
7.9 
7.8 
7.7 

7.3 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.4 

6.1 
6.0 
6.4 
5.2 
6.4 

5.7 
5.8 
5.1 
5.0 
6.0 

8.3 
.8.4 
8.2 
8.2 
8.4 

8.0 
7.9 
7.8 
7.8 
8.0' 

11.S 
H.O 
10.6 
10.3 
10.2. 

11.1 
10.6 
10.2 
10.1 
9.9 

6.8 
6.8 
7.0 
7.1 
7.1 

6.5 
6.5 
5.7 
6.9 
6.7 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

7.6 
7.6 
7.5 
7.6 
7.6 

7.3 
7.2 
7.1 
5.9 
6.9 

6.7 
7.0 
7.4 
7.9 
8.0 

6.1 
6.4 
6.7 
6.9 
7.4 

8.5 
8.9 
9.3 
9.6 
9.8 

8.1 
8.3 
8.5 
9.1 
9.3 

9.2 
9.5 

10.1 
10.2 

8.8 
9.1 
9.6 
9.8 

10.1 
10.1 
10.2 
10.2 
10.0 

9.7 
9.5 
9.8 
9.7 
9.7 

7.0 
7.4 
7.5 
1.5 
7.2 

5.8 
7.0 
7.3 . 
6.9 
7.0 

11· 
12 
13 
14 
IS 

1.8 
. 7.6 

7.5 
7.5 
7.1 

7.0 
6.9 
6.6 
6.7 
6.6 

8.1 
8.0 
8.0 
8.0 
8.0 

7.4 
7.5 
7.5 
7.4 
7.5 

9.5 
9.3 
9.1 
9.0 
8.9 

9.3 
8.9' 
8.6 
8.6 
8.6 

10.1 
10.1 
10.1 . 
10.2 
10.4' 

9.7 
9.6 
9.7 
9.9 

10.1 

9.7 
9.4 
9.6 
9.5 
9.6 

9.5 
9.1 
9.0 
9.3 
9.2 

7.3 
7.4 
7.1 
7.2 
7.1 

7.1 
6.9 
6.9 
5.9 
5.8 

16 
.17 

18 
19 
20 

1.1 
6.9 
6.7 
6.5 
6.4 

6.6 
6.4 
6.3 
6.2 
5.9 

8.9 
'8.7 
8.4 
8.5 
8.3 

7.8 
8.3 
8.1 
8.1 
8.0 

8.8 
8.1 
8.8 
8.9 
8.8 

8.3 
8.3 
8.3 
8.4 
8.3 

10.6 
10.7 
10.6 
10.1 
10.1 

10.1 
10.3 
10.3 
10.2 
10.2 

9.5 
9.6 
9.6 
9.1 
9.5 

9.1 
9.3 
9.3 
9.4 
8.9 

7.1 
1.2 
7.6 
1.8 
8.1 

6.8 
6.9 
7.1 
7.3 
7.7 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

6.4 
6.5 
5.6 
6.8 
6.8 

6.0 
5.8 

· 5.9 
5.9 
6.0 

8.3 
8.4 
8.7 
8.5 
8.5 

7.8 
9.1 
8.0 
8.0 
7.8 

8.7 
8.6 
8.8 
8.5 

8.2 
8.1 
8.1 
8.'1 

10.8 
11.6 
11.1 
H.8 
12.1 

10.3 
10.8 
11.3 
11.3 
.n.1 

9.3 
9.1 
8.9 
8.1 
8.2 

8.9 
8.6 
8.4 
8.1 
7.8 

8.1 
7.8 
7.6 
7.1 
7.6 

7.8 
7.3 
7.3 
1.3 
7;2 

26 
27 
£8 
29 
10 
31 

6.8 
6.4 
6.2 
6.2 
6.5 
6.1 

6.1 
5.9 
5.5 
5.6 
5.6 
5.1 

8.5 
8.9 
8.8 
8.4 
8~3 

1.9 
1.9 
8.2 
1.9 
7.9 .... 

12.2 
12.4 
12.5 
12.2 
12.0 
11.9 

11.8 
H.8 
H.9 
11.6 
11.1 
11.5 

7.8 
7.4 
6.9 

7.2 
6.7 
6.5 

1.6 
7.7 
1.6 
1.5 
1.3 
7.3 

1.2 
7.1 
1.2 
1.1 
1.1 
1.0 

KOllTH 8.0 5.5 8.9 5.1 9.8 1.8 12.5 8.8 11.5 6.5 8.1 6.5 

APRIL MAY. JUNE JULY AUGUST SEPTEM8ER 

1 
2 
1 
4 
5 

1.1 ©7.0 6.4 
7.3 6. 
7.6 6.9 
1.7 7.0 

7.4 
7.2 
7.1 
1.1 
6.9 

6.7 
6.7 
6.6 
6.4 
6.5 

7.0 
7.0 
5.5 
5.2 
5.1 

6.6 
5.7 
4.9 
4.7 
4.5 

5.6 
5.9 
6.0 
6.9 
6.1 

5.2 
5.0 
5.0 
5.3 
5.4 

. 6.1 
6.2 
6.0 
6.0 
6.0 

5.2 
5.8 
5.6 
5.5 
5.1 

6.0 
5.6 
5.5 
5.4 
5.2 

5.4 
5.2 
5.0 
4.7 
4.8 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

7.4 
7.4 
1.4 
1.5 
1.7 

· 7.0 
6.8 
6.9 
6.9 
7.1 

6.9 
6.9 
6.8 
6.8 
6.6 

6.5 
6.5 
6.4 
6.4 
6.4 5.4 4.8 

6.3 
6.8 
6.7 

5.3 
5.7 
6.0 

6.1 
6.1 
6.1 
6.1 
6.0 

5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.1 

5.0 
5.2 
5.4 
5.2 
5.1 

4.8 
4.5 
4.5 
4.9 
4.6 

11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

1.1 
7.6 
1.6 
7.4 
1.3 

1.3
7.'
7.4 
1.3 
6.9 

6.6 
6.3 
6.2 
6.1 
6.1 

6.2 
6.0 
5.9 
5.8 
5.8 

5.0 4.1 6.9 
7.0 
6.8 
6.6 
6.0 

6.4 
6.2 
6.3 
5.5 
5.1 

5.9 
5.6 
5.4 
5.' 
5•• 

5.5 
5.2 
5.2 
5.2 
5.2 

4.9 ~ 
5.4 
6.0 
5.9 
6.3 

4.6 
5.0 
S.J 
5.3 
5.8 

16 
11 
18 
19 
20 

1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1~1 
6.9 

6.8 
· 6.8 

6.8 
6.6 
6.6 

6.1 
6.2 
6.' 
6.5 
6.3 

5.8 
5.9 
5.8 
6.0 
6.1 

6.2 
5.9 
5.6 

5.4 
5.4 
5.2 

6 •• 
6.3 
6.3 
6.6 
6.7 

5.' 
5.5 
5.6 
5.1 
6.1 

5.5 
5.6 
5.8 
5.8 
5.1 

5.0 
5.2 
5.J 
5.0 
5.0 

6.2 
6.2 
6.1 
6.3 
6.J 

5.9 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 
5.8 

21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

6.9 
6.9 
6.9 
1.1 
7;1 

6.5 
6.5 
6.5 
6.6 
6.6 

6.J 
6.3 
6.J 
6.4 
6.4 

5.8 
5.9 
5.9 
5.9 
6.0 

5.6 
6.1 
5.9 
6.1 
6.5 

5.0 
5.2 
5.3 
5.2 
5.6 

1.3 
6.9 
6.4 
6.1 
5.9 

6.0 
5.5 
5.2 
5.2 
5.4 

5.6 
5.9 
5.7 
5.8 

5.2 
5.J 
5.2 
5.2 

6.0 
5.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.2 

5.1 
5.1 
5.6 
5.1 
5.9 

26 
21 
28 
29 
10 
11 

1.0 
7.0 
6.9 
1.1 
1.2 

6.6 
5.5 
6.5 
6.5 
6.6 

6.5 
6.5 
6.8 
6.9 
1.0 
7.0 

6.1 
6.0 
6.1 
6.5 
6.5 
6.6 

6.5 
6.J 
6.0 
6.3 
5.9 

. 5.4 
5.6 
5•• 
5.2 
5.3 

6.3 
6.J 
6.0 
5.8 
S.S 
5.6 

5.6 
5.1 
5.6 
5.4 
5.1 
5.1 

5.6 
6.5 
6.6 
6.1 
6.3 
6.1 

5.4 
5.5 
5.9 
5.1 

. 5.4 
5.8 

6~5 
6.4 
6.4 
6.7 
6.4 

6.0 
.5.9 
5.9 
6.2 
5.9 

KONTH 7.1 6.4 7.4 5.8 1.0 4.5 1.3 5.0 6.6 5.0 6.1 4.5 

YEAR 12.5 4.5 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IV 

345 COURTLAND STREET. N.E. 
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365JUL 	s 1. '989 

REF: 4WM-FP 

Mr. Jack C. Dozier, P.E., Chief 
Water Protection Branch 
Environmental Protection Division 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
Floyd Towers East - Room 1058 
205 Butler Street, S.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

RE: 	 ITT Rayonier, Inc. 
NPDES Permit Number GA0003620 

Dear Hr. Dozier: 

We have completed our review of the draft permit modification and the' 
June 29, 1989, supplemental information for the referenced facility. 
Because this facility has been included, in accordance with 
Section .304(1) of the Clean Water Act, on a list of point sources 
causing toxic impact on its receiving waters ,and because the permit, 
modification relates only ~o requirements for control of 
2,3,7,8-TCDD, our review was generally restricted to approvability as 
an indi:yidual control strategy (ICS).. . 

This is to advise you that the proposed modification does not appear 
to be an approvable ICS. Our determination is based on .the 
following: 

1. 	 The statement, found on page 2b of the permit modification, 
concerning 2,3,7,8-TCDD's generally accepted level of detection 
and i;ts usage as the, threshold for determining 
compliance/noncompliance with the permit's discharge limitation 
is not acceptable because it fails to allow reporting of 
quantifiable' concentrations of 2,3,7,8-TCDD at levels less than a 
stated minimum. This determination is based on the fact that the 
methodology of analysis is, in certain cases, . capable of 
determining the presence of the pollutant of concern in a 
quantity less than that generally. accepted as the least 
detectable. . 

It is recommended that the lanquagebe modified. The following 
has been used in an NPDES permit proposed by EPA and may be 
cons idered: . 

If the results for a given sample are such that a parameter is 
not detected at or above the minimum quantitation level for the 
test method used, a value of zero will be used for that sample in ~ 

'calculating an average arithmetic effluent' value for that <:><""0 ....~ "lII«.;parameter. 	 ...". ...... <7 

...... . 0"'" . 
~ .~ 

o~< ....)C.. VIJ... 
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c 	 -2

A final decision concerning approval/disapproval will be made after 
issuance of the permit modification, and no later than February 4, 
1990. If the final permit is disapproved as an ICS, EPA will 
exercise its authority under Section 304(1)(3) to issue the required 
permit. 

In addition to comments concerning the matter of approvability as an 
IeS, the following are offered: 

~ 1. 	 There are no specific best management practices (BMP's) written 
into the permit. Of particular recommendation would be BMP's 
directed at control of 2,3,7,8-TCDD found in the facility's 
effluent and sludge. These point sources indicating detectable 
quantities ,of the pollutant during the recent u.s. EPA/paper 
Industry Cooperative Dioxin Study. 

2. 	 The 2,3,7,8-TCDD limitation to be met by the facility in ,the 
future should be mentioned in Section 2 of the fact sheet. 

j 

* ,3. The study plan to conduct dioxin monitoring, referenced on Page 
12a of the permit, has been evaluated by the Environmental 
Services Division, Ecological Support Branch. It is recommended 
that this plan should be revised to correct several deficiencies 
noted during that review. (For your information, a copy of the 
internal memorandum of review is enclosed.) It is requested that 
a copy of the final report of' the 1989 dioxin monitoring program ,
be submitted to this office as soon as available. 

If you have any questions, please call Yvonne Martin at 347-3012. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ 
John T. Marlar, Chief 

Facilities Performance Branch 

Water Management Division 


Enclosure 

) 

Patrick!rf 1/))Martin ~F ...(~ Childress 
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Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
205 Butler Street, S. E., Suit~ 1252, Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

'J. Leonard Ledbetter, Commissioner 
404/656·3500 

June 	1. 1989 

Mr. Robert A. McCrary 

Manager of Environmental Affairs/Pulp Products 

Southeastern Operations 

ITT Rayonier. Inc. 

P. O. Box, 207 

Jesup. Georgia 31545-0207 


Re: 	 NPDES Permit No. GA 0003620 
Dioxin Limitations 

Dear 	Mr. McCrary: 

The' Department of Natural Resources has completed the review of the 
dioxin data collected for the five Georgia bleached kraft pulp and paper 
mills in conjunction with the U. S. EPA National Bioaccumu1ation Study and 
the U. S. EPA/Paper Industry Cooperative Dioxin Study. On April 20. 1989. 
the U. S. EPA transmitted their March 15. 1989 National Final Guidance (copy 
enclosed for your- information). Based upon the discharge flows from your 
mill and estimated receiving stream flows. the calculated dioxin instream 
waste concentration exceeds the national guidance criteria which is based 
on a 10-6 human health risk level. 

To comply with the national guidance on dioxin. this Department is pro
posing the following: 

a.All five bleached kraft pulp mills will be placed on the Section 304(1) 
Short List which defines the point source dischargers of toxic chemicals 
that exceed water quality standards. 

b. 	 The NPDES permits will be reopened to assign the new water quality-based 
permit limit for dioxin. The proposed maximum daily limit is based upon 
the EPA 10-6 human health criteria as specified above. In addition. 
EPA' Region IV has transmitted an interim control guidance policy which 
recommends that Best Management Practices (BMP's) be implemented ·to 
minimize chlorine and total suspended solids levels. It is suggested 
that you implement these Best Management Practices to the extent 
practicable for your faci1ity~ 

. c. 	 In addition. language has been inserted into the NPDES permit to require 
the continued monitoring of dioxin levels in fish tissue. in accordance 
with the uniform fish sampling/testing protocol proposed by the Georgia 
Pulp and Paper Association and approved by the Department. \ 

d. 	 Your company will be required to meet the new dioxin limitations by June 4. 
1992. the date mandated by the Federal Clean Water Act. 



Mr.· Robert A. McCrary 
ITT Rayonier. Inc. 
Page 2 
June 1. 1989 

Enclosed is a copy of the portions of your current NPDES permit with 
the proposed modifications. The Department should be notified if your company 
anticipates any difficulty in meeting the new requirements. 

Sincerely • 

.~~..... 

Ledbetter 

JLL:njk 
Enclosure 

bc: Mr. John T. Marlar 



STATE OF GEORGIA ~ 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENV.IRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 

A. 	 EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 During -the period beginning July 28, 1989 and lasting through June 3, 1992. 
the permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall(s) serial number(s) 001 and 002 - Process 
wastewater, sanitary wastes, and stormwater runoff. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements 
(Specify Units) Mass Based Concentration Based 

Measurement Sample Sample 
Daily Avg. Daily Max. Daily Avg. Daily Max. Frequency Type Location 

Dioxin (2.3,7,8-TCDD)1 Quarterly 24-Hour Effluent 2 
Composite 

1. The permittee shall adhere to the analytical protocol described in Appendix C of 	 '"d'"d '"d 
(I) IUthe 	U. S. EPA/Paper Industry Cooperative Dioxin Screening Study (EPA 440/1-88-025. ~~ ~ March 1988) when analyzing wastewater effluent samples for 2,3.7,8-TCDD. 	 ..... 
I"tN H 

IU 

2. The effluent sample location-shall be defined as the discharge stream after 	 o 
2: . 0 

I"'tItreatment, but prior to mixing with any other waters. 
q ...... 
>w 
0 
0 
0 
w 
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N 
0 

DR fT 




STATE OF GEORGIA 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 

2. 	 During the period beginning June 4, 1992 and lasting through December I, 1992, 
the permittee is authorized to. discharge from outfall(s) serial number(s) 001 and 002 - Process 
wastewater, sanitary wastes, and stormwater runoff. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the ,permittee as specified below: 

Effluent Characteristic 
(Specify Units) Mass 

Daily Avg. 

Discharge Limitations 
Based . Concentration Based 

Daily Max. Daily Avg. Daily Max. 

Monitoring Requireme

Measurement 
Frequency 

Sample 
Type 

nts 

Sample, 
Location 

Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)* 1.1 ppq3 Quarterly 24-Hour 
Composite 

Effluent2 

1. The permittee shall adhere to the analytical protocol described in Appendix C of 
the U. S. EPA/Paper Industry Cooperative Dioxin Screening Study (EPA 440/1-88-025,. 
March 1988) when analyzing wastewater effluent samples for 2,3,7,8-TCDD. 

."." 
(I) Ib 

a~.... 

." 
>::c 
~ 

~ I"tN H 

2. The effluent sample locatibn shall be defined as the discharge stream after 
treatment, but prior to mixing with any other waters. 

3. This water quality-based discharge limitation is below the generally accepted level 
~ of detection of 10 ppq (ppq = parts per quad~illion) for dioxin in effluents. . 

O~~~~ Therefore, for the purposes of this permit, the detection level of 10 ppq shall 

f 
{
2. 
p ... 

C" z 
o. 0 

I"tI 

lilt-'>-w 
0 
0 
0 w 
'"be considered as the threshold for determining compliance/non-compliance with the 

discharge limitation. . 
N 
0 

DRAFT 
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STATE OF GEORGIA PART III 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page l2a of 13 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

6. 	 The permittee shall monitor for dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) and furan 
(2,3,7,8-TCDF) in ambient fish tissue in the facility's receiving 
stream. The dioxin monitoring program shall be conducted l.n 
accordance with the Study Plan To Conduct Dioxin Monitoring In 
Fish Tissue From The Vicinity Of Five· Georgia Bleached Kraft 
Mills, March 31, 1989. The sampling/testing program shall be 
conducted on an annual basis, with annual reports submitted to 
the Director. 

7. 	 The Director recommends that the permittee develop and implement 
Best Management Practices (BMP' s) for chlorine minimization in 
the pulp bleach plant and' for total suspended solids minimization 
in the final effluent. Furthermore, the Director recommends 
that such BMP' s include the necessary studies to determine if 
process modifications to the bleach plant and/or additional 
effluent controls are feasible for the permittee I s facility. 
Should the permittee decide that such studies are warranted, 
these studies shall be conducted and a report of their findings 

·submitted 	 to the Director by December 31, 1990. To the. maximum 
extent practicable, the permittee shall implement the findings 
of the chlorine minimization and total suspended sol~ds minimiza
tion studies by no later than June .4, 1992. 

• '~,:~~"\c.<;'l;(~c::,~ .... 6,,-, "'o.n 	 """,
\,<;,,~-(,.."l..~ t;.",,", 

'f'c. ... Q ......'<"'I'\(.,,~ ~"" Co" a~ 
,-o..\'\.!lI ~t.T'
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STATE OF GEORGIA 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 

. 270 Wa.6rungtOrt Stlteet, S. W. 


Atlanta, Geo~ia 30334 


FACT SHEET 

. APPLICATION FOR 
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 


PERMIT TO DISCHARGE TREATED WASTEWATER 

TO WATERS OF THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Application No. GA 0003620 Date June 1, 1989 

1. SYNOPSIS OF APPLICATION 

a. Name and Address of Applicant 

ITT Rayonier, Inc. 
P. O. Box 207 

Jesup, Georgia 31545 


b. Description of Applicant's Operation 

Pulp and Paper Mill, produces market b1eache.d kraft and dissolving 
kraft. 

c. Production Capacity of Facility 

1740 ADT/day, may be increased to 1940 ADT/day by 1990. 

d.Applicant's Receiving Waters 

A1tamaha River 

For a sketch showing the location of the discharge(s), see 
Attachment A. 

e. Description of Existing Pollution Abatement Facilities 

Screening 

Primary Clarification 

Nutrient Addition 

Aeration Basin 


EPO 2.22-1 




'. 

.' . 

f. 	 Description of Di scharges .( as r~ported by applicant) 

SerialOOl and 002 Combined 

Average Flow 62 mgd
Average Winter Temperature 22°C 
Average Summer Temperature - 34°C 
pH Range (std. units) 7.0 to 8~4 

Pollutants which are present in significant quantities or which 
are 	s~bject to effluent limitation are as follows: 

Effluent 	Characteristic Reported Load 

BODS 32 mg/l 

Total Suspended Solids 57 mg/l 

Stormwater Runoff Point Sources 


Average Flow Varies 

Average Winter Temperature - N/A

Average Summer Temperature - N/A
pH Range {std. units} 7.1 

Pollutants which are present in significant quantities or which 
are subject to effluent limitation are as follows: 

Effluent Characteristic . Reported Load 

BODS 5 mg/1 

Total Suspended Solids 2 mg/l 

EPD 	 2.22-2 , 




2. PROPOSED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

. Serial 001 and 002 - Combined 

Permitted Maximum Temperature - N/A 

Permitte~ pH Range (std. units) - 6.0 - 9.0 


Effluent Characteristic 	 Discharge Limitation 

BOD5 
May 1 - November 30 22,300 1bs/day Avg.Dai1y 

33,450 1bs/day Max.Dai1y 

December 1 - April 30 	 32,000 1bs/day Avg.Dai1y 
48,000 1bs/day Max;Dai1y 

BOD5 limitations may be increased to 35,000 1bs/day average daily and 
52,500 1bs/day maximum daily during wintertime months (December 1 
April 30) if anticipat~d production in 1990 is rea6hed. 

Total Suspended Solids 	 42,010 1bs/day Avg.Dai1y 
77,600 1bs/day Max.Dai1y 

Serial - N/A 

Permitted Maximum Temperature 
Permitted pH Range (std. units) 

Effluent Characteristic 	 Discharge Limitation 

EPO 2.22-4 




3. 	 MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

The appl icant wi 11 be required to monitor regul arly for flow and those 
parameters 1imited in Section 2 above with sufficient frequency to ensure 
compliance with the permit conditions. Frequency, methods of sampling, 
and reporting dates will be specified in the final permit. 

4. 	 PROPOSED COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE FOR ATTAINING EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

N/A 

I . 

5. 	 PROPOSED SPECIAL CONDITIONS WHICH WILL HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
ON THE DISCHARGE 

See Part III, Special Requirements of NPDES permit, attached. 

I 

EPD 2.22-6 
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6. WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AND EFFLUENT STANDARDS APPLIED TO THE DISCHARGE 

The Altamaha River is classified as fishing. The effluent limitations 
were derived to meet this classification. 

7. PROCEDURES FOR THE FORMULATION OF FINAL DETERMINATIONS 

a. Comment Period 

The Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD) proposes to issue an 
NPDES permit to this applicant subject to the effluent limitations and 
special conditions outlined above. These determinations are tentative. 

Interested persons are invited to submit written comments on the permit 
application or on EPD's proposed determinations to the following address: 

Georgia]1;nviromilental Protection Division 
205 ~utler Street, S.E. 
Floyd Towers East, Room 1070 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

All comments received prior to 
will be considered in the formulation of final determinations with regard 
to this application. 

b. Public Hearings 

Any applicant, affected state or interstate agency, the Regional Administrator 
of the U. S. Environmental Prot~ction Agency (EPA) or any other interested 
agency, person or group of persons may request" a p~blic hearing with respect 
to an NPDES permit application if such request is filed within thirty (30)
days following the date of the public notice for such application. Such 
request must indicate the interest of the party filing the request, the 
reasons why a hearing is requested, and those specific portions of the 
application or other NPDES form or information to be considered at the 
public hearing. The Director shall hold a hearing if he determines that 
ther~ is sufticient public interest in holding such a hearing. If a public 
hearing is held, notice of same, shall be provided at least thirty (30) days 
in advance of the hearing date. 

EPD 2.22-7 
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In the event that a public hearing is held, both oral and written comments 

will be accepted; however, for the accuracy of the record, wri tten comments 

are encouraged. The Director or his designee reserves the right to fix 

reasonable limits on the time allowed for oral statements and such other 

procedural .requirem~nts as he deems appropriate. 


Following a public hearing, the Director, unless he should decide to deny
the permit, may make such modifications in the terms and conditions of the 
proposed permit as may be appropriate and) shall issue the permit. Notice 
of ;'ssuance or denial will be circulated to those persons or groups who 
participated in the hearing; to those persons or groups who submitted written 
comments to the Director on the proposed permit within thirty (30) days from 
the date'of the publicnotice of the application for permit; and to all persons 
or groups included on the EPD mailing list. 

c. 	 Contested Hearings 

Any person who is aggrieved or adversely affected by the issuance or denial 

of a permit by the Director of EPD may petition the Director for a hearing

.if such petition is\filed in the office of the Director within thirty (30)
days from the date of notice of such permit issuance or denial. Such hear
ing shall be held in accordance with the EPD Rules, Water Quality Control, 
subparagraph 391-3-6-.01. . I 

Petitions for a contested hearing must include the following: 

1. 	 The name and address of the petitioner; . 

2. 	 The grounds under which petitioner alleges to be aggrieved or 

adversely affected by the issuance or denial of a permit; 


3. 	 The reason or reasons why petitioner takes issue with the 'action 
of the Director; . 

4. 	 All other matters asserted by petitioner which are relevant to the 
action in question. 

d. 	 Issuance of the Permit When No Public Hearing is Held 

If no publ ic hearing .is held, and, after review of 
, 

the written comments 

received, the Director determines that a permit should be issued and that 

his determinations as set forth~'in the proposed permit are substantially

unchanged, the permit will be issued and wi.ll become final in the abs.ence 

of a request for a Contested Hearing. Notice of issuance or denial will 

be circul ated to those persons who submitted written comments to the . 

Director on the proposed permit within thirty (30) days from the date of 

the public notice of such proposed permit; and to all persons or groups

included on the EPD mailing list. 
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If no public hearing is held. but the Director determines. after a review 
of the written comments received, that a permit should be issued but 
that substantial changes in the proposed permit are warranted, public 
notice, of the revised determinations will be given and written comments 
accepted' in the same manner as the initial notice of application was 
given and written comments accepted pursuant to EPD Rules, Water Quality 
Controi. subparagraph 391-3-6-. -6(7)(b). The Director shall provide 
an opportunity for public hearing on the revised determinations. Such 
opportunity for public hearing and the issuance or denial of a permit 
thereafter shall be in accordance with the procedures as set forth above. 

8. DIOXIN MONITORING AND EFFLUENT ,LIMITATIONS 

The NPDES permit for this bleached kraft pulp and paper mill was reopened 
on June 1, 1989 to incorporate water quality-based effluent, limitations 
for dioxin (2,3,7.8-TCDD). The permit contains a daily maximum effluent 
limitation for dioxin that is based upon EPA's 10-6 human health risk 
factor. The effluent limitation was derived as shown below: 

Design Annual Average EPA 10- 6 Daily Maximum 
Discharge Stream Flow Dilution Human Health Effluent 
Flow (cfs) (cfs) Factor Criteria (ng/l) Limit (pPg) 

95.5 7776 , 82' .00001 1.1 
~.. ............c. '0", ~\~...... ' 


, ..... ....... .."'....... ()"'" 

This daily maximum effluent limitation is below he generally accepted 
level of detection of 10 ppq for dioxin in effluents. Therefore, for 
the purposes of this permit. the detection level of 10 ppq shall bel 
considered as the threshold for determining compliance/non-compliance j ,..;-.. 
with the specified effluent limitation. , " 

The permittee shall conduct quarterly monitoring, ,for dioxin in the final 
,effluent, and shall attain compliance with the daily maximum effluent 
limitation specified above by no later than June 4, 1992. In addition, 
the permittee shall conduct annual monitoring for dioxin and for furan 
(2,3,7,8-TCDF) in fish- tissue in the mill's receiving stream. This 
monitoring program shall be conducted in accordance with the Study Plan 
To Conduct Dioxin Monitoring In Fish Tissue From The Vicinity Of Five 
Georgia Bleached Kraft Mills. March 31. 1989. 

EPD 2.22-9' 
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; 	 STATE OF GEORGIA PART III 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 11 of 13 

Permit No. GA 	 0003620 

, B. SPECIAL, REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 River samples shall be collected and analyzed twice, a month during 
the months, May through November. Samples shall be taken from 
the U. S. 301 Highway bridge, the ITT Rayonier marker just upstream 
from the confluence .of Penholloway Creek and the Altamaha River, 
and the monitoring station at Everett City. Sampling shall be 
done near midstream or at ~ 'point which is judged to be representa
tive of the river. Collection of samples shall be taken when 
flows are less than 10,000· cfs and when the river is at steady 
flow conditions. The time of collection at the various points 
shall coincide with time of travel for the' river. Samples shall 
be analyzed for the follOWing: 

a. 	 BODS and BOD40 

b. Dissolved 	Oxygen 

c. 	 pH 

d. 	 Temperature 

Also, river stage and associated flow at Doctortown should be 
reported during periods scheduled for sampling whether or not 
sampling is actually conducted during that time. 

2. 	 The data from the river sampling program described above will 
be used by the Environmental Protection Division to refine and 
update the current stream model. If water quality violations 
are documented, limitations in Part I, Section A.l. will be adjusted 
accordingly. 

3. 	 The effluent limitations for BODS for the December through April 
period may be modIfied to equal the limitations for the May through 
November period. The Director will provide written notification 
to the permittee 180 days prior to this permit modification. 

4. 	 Limits on page 2 are based on the permittee's anticipated production 
rate of 1740 ADTPD in 1988. This assumes that 38 percent of produc
tion is dissolvIng kraft and 62 percent of production is bleached 
kraft. The permittee anticipates that production will be increased 
to 1940 ADTPD in 1990 and is requesting a corresponding increase 
in the wintertime (December 1 - April 30) BODS limitation from 
32,000 lbs. per day to 35,000 lbs. per day on a daily average 
basis. 



/. STATE OF GEORGIA PART III 
. DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES .' 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 12 of 13 
Permit No. GA 0003620 

B." 	 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS (continued) 
, 

By December 1, 1989, the Division will be. provided with the expected 
projected production for the following calendar year and with 
a summary of the actual production for the previous twelve' month 
period. The effluent limitations' win be adjusted in proportion 
to the projected production and shall not exceed the effluent 
limits commensurate with the 1940 ADTPD under thts permit. This 
assumes approximately the same ratio of dissolving kraft to market 
bleached kraft production. These limitations will then remain 
in effect for the duration of the permit. 

If the ratio of dissolving kraft to market bleached kraft changes, 
certain adjustments may have to. be made in the limitations, but 
in no case will the daily allowable BODS exceed 35,000 lbs. per 
day. 

5. 	 Any discharge point sources of stormwater runoff shall not cause 
any water quality violations in the stream. 



PERMIT NO. GA 0003620 

STATE OF GEORGIA ;tl()jtf?-P 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 

AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARCE UNDER THE 
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 

In compliance with the provisions of the Georgia Water Quality Control Act (Georgia 
laws 1964, p. 416, as amended), hereinafter called the "State Act," the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, as amended (33 U.S.Co 1251 et seq.), hereinafter called the "Federal 
Ad," and the Rules and Regulations promulgated pursuant to each of these Acts, 

ITT RAYONIER, INC. 
P. O. Box 207 
Jesup~ Georgia 31545 

is authorized to discharge from a facility located at . 

u. S. Highway 301 North 
Jesup, Wayne County, Georgia 

to receiving waters A1tamaha River 

in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other conditions set 
forth in Parts I, II, and III hereof. . 

This p,ermit shall become effective on December 4, 1987. 

This permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire at midnight, December 1, 1992. 

Signed this ~ day of __D_e_c_e_m_b_e_r..:..,_1_9_8_7__ 

. nvironmental Protection Division 



· ) 

) 
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STATE OF GEORGIA 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 

A. 	 EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 During the period beginning effective date and lasting through December 1,1992, 

the permittee is authorized to discharge fromout-fall(s) serial number(s) 001 and 002 
Process wastewater, sanitary wastes, andstormwater runoff. 


Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements 
kg/day (lbs/day) Other Units(Specify) 

Measurement Sample, Sample 
Daily Avg. Daily Max. Daily Avg. Daily Max. Frequency Type Location 

Flow-m3Day (MGD) Continuous Recorder 	 Influent or 
Effluent 

BODS 
May I-November 30 10,115(22,300) 15,173(33,450) Daily Composite Effluent 
December I-April 30 14,515(32,000) 21,772(48,000) "" 	 " 

TSS 19,056(42,010) 35,199(77,600) Daily Composite 	 Effluent 

BOD40 1/3 Monthly Composite 	 Effluent 

Color Weekly Composite 	 Effluent 

The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard units 
and shall be monitored daily by grab ~ample at final effluent. "tI"tI '"t1

(\) II.l >
~~ ~ ......There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than trace amounts. 
M'N H 

1. 	 The effluent sample location shall be defined as the discharge stream after treatment, .o ZO 
I"tl 

but prior to mixing with any other waters. to-'g;w 
2. See Part III, Section B.l. for river monitoring requirements. 	 0 

0 
0w

3. The pollutant limitations above represent the sum of the pollutants from Outfall 001, 	 a-
N

added to the pollutants from Outfall 002. 	 0 

4. 	 See Part III, Section B.2. through B.4. regarding possible changes in the wasteload 

allocation for BODS' 
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PART ISTATE OF GEORGIA 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 	 ~age 30f 13 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

B. 	 SCHEDULE OF COMPLIANCE 

1. 	 The permittee shall achieve compliance with the. effluent limitations 
specified for discharges in accordance with the following schedule: 

The permittee will be in compliance with the effluent limitations 
on the effective date of the permit. 

2. 	 No later than 14 calendar days following a date identified in 
the above schedule of compliance, the permittee shall submit either 
a report of progress or, in the case of specific actions being 
required by identified dates ,a written notice of compliance. or 
noncompliance. In the .1atter case, the notice shall include the· 
cause of noncompliance, any remedial actions taken, and the 
probability of meeting the next scheduled requirement. 

EPD 	 2.21-4 
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Note: 	 EPD as used herein means the Division of Environmental Protection 
of the Department of Natural Res.ources. 

C.MONITORING AND REPORTING 

1. 	 Representative Sampling 

Samples and measurements· taken as required her.ein shall be 
representative of the volume and nature of the monitored discharge. 

2. 	 Reporting 

Monitoring results obtained during the previous one month shall 
be summarized for each month and reported on an Operation Monitoring 
Report (Form WQ 1.45), postmarked no later than the 15th day of 
the month following the completed reporting period. .The first 
report is due on December 15, 1987. 
The EPD may require reporting of additional monitoring results 
by written notification. Signed copies of these, and all other 
reports required herein, shall be submitted to the following 
address: 

Georgia Environmental Protection Division 

Industrial Wastewater Program 

205 Butler Street, S.E., Floyd Towers East 

Suite 1070 

Atlanta, Georgia 30334 


3. 	 Definitions 

a. 	 The "daily average" discharge means the total discharge by 
weight during a calendar month divided by the number of days 
in the month that the production or commercial faCility was 
operating. Where less than daily sampling is. required by 
this permit, the daily average discharge shall be determined 
by the summation of all the measured daily discharges by weight 
divided by the number of days sampled during the calendar 
month when the measurements were made. 

b. 	 The "daily maximum" discharge means the total discharge by 
weight during any calendar day. 

c. 	 The "daily average" concentration means the arithmetic average 
of all the daily determinations of concentration made during 
a calendar month. Daily determinations of concentration made 
using a composite sample shall be the concentration of the 

. composite sample. When grab samples are used, the daily 
determination of concentration shall be the arithmetic average 
(weighted by flow. value) of all the samples collected during 
that calendar day. 

EPD 	 2.21-5 




. 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

. 1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
. 1 

1 

1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 

l 

1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


. 




PART I' 

" . DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 5 of 13 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

STAT! OF GEORGIA 

d. 	 The "daily maximum" concentr,ation means the daily determination 
of concentration for any calendar day. 

e. 	 '''Weighted by flow value" means the summation of each sample 
concentration times its respective flow in convenient units 
divided by the sum of the respective flows. 

f. 	 For the purpose of this permit, a calendar day is defined 
as any consecutive 24-hour period. 

4. 	 Test Procedur.es 

Test procedures for the analysis of pollutants shall conform to 
regulations published pursuant to Section 304(g) of' the Federal 
Act. 

5. 	 Recording of Results 

For each measurement or sample taken pursuant to the requirements 
of this permit, the permittee shall record the following 
information: 

a. 	 The exact place, date, and time 0'£ sampling; 

b. 	 The dates the analyses were performed; 

c. 	 The person(s) who performed the analyses; 

d. 	 The analytical techniques or,methods used; and 

e. 	 The results of all required analyses. 

6. 	 Additional Monitoring by Permittee 

If the permittee monitors any pollutant at the 10cation(s) 
designated herein more frequently than required by this permit, 
using approved analytical methods as specified above, the results 
of such, monitoring shall be included in the calculation and 
reporting of the values required in the Operation Monitoring Report 
Form (WQ 1.45). Such increased monitoring frequency shall also 
be indicated. The EPD may require more frequent monitoring or 
the monitoring of other' pollutants not, required in this permit 
by written notification. 

7. 	 Records Retention 

All records and information reSUlting from the monitoring activities 
required by this permit including all records of analyses performed 
and calibration and maintenance of instrumentation and recordings 
from continuous monitoring' instrumentation shall be retained by 
the permittee for a minimum of three (3) years, or, longer if 
requested by the State Env'ironmenta1 Protection Division. 

EPD 	 2.21-6 
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STATE OF GEORGIA PART II 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 6 of 13 


Permit No. GA 0003610 

. A. MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 Change in Discharge 

All discharges authorized herein shall be consistent with the 
terms and conditions of this permit. The discharge of any pollutant 
identified in this. permit more frequently than or at a level in 
excess of that authorized shall constitute a violation of the 
permit. Any anticipated facility expansions, production increases, 
or process modifications which will result in new, different, 
or increased discharges or pollutants must be reported by submission 
of a new NPDES application or, if such changes will not violate 
the effluent limitations specified in this permit, by notice to 
the EPD of such changes. Following such notice, the permit may 
be modified to specify and limit any. pollutants not. previously 
limited. 

2. 	 Noncompliance Notification 

If; . for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or will 
be unable to comply with any daily maximum effluent limitation 
specified in this permit, the permittee shall provide· the Water 
Protection Branch of EPD with the following information, in writing, 
within five (5) days of becoming aware of such condition: 

a. 	 A description of the .discharge and cause. of noncompliance; 
and 

b. 	 The period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times ; 
or, if not corrected, the anticipa ted time the. noncompliance 
is expected to continue, and steps being taken to reduce, 
eliminate and prevent recurrence of the noncomplying discharge. 

3. 	 Facilities Operation 

The permittee shall at all times maintain in good working order 
and. operate as efficiently as possible all treatment or control 
facilities or systems installed or used by the permit.tee to achieve 
compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit. 

4. 	 Adverse Impact 

Th~ permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize any 
adverse impact to navigable waters reSUlting from noncompliance 
with any effluent limitations specified in this permit, including 
such accelerated .or· additional monitoring as necessary to determine 
the nature and impact of the nonc<?mplying discharge • 

. EPD 2. 21-7 . 
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Permit No. GA 0003620 

5. 	 Bypassing 

Any diversion from or bypass of facilities covered by this permit 
is prohibited, except (i) where unavoidable to prevent loss of 
life or severe property damage, or (ii) where excessive storm 
drainage, runoff, or infiltration would damage any facilities 
necessary for compliance with the effluent limitations and prohibi
tions of this permit. The permittee shall operate the treatment 
works, including the treatment plant and total sewer system, . to 
minimize discharge of the .pollutants listed in Part I of this 
permit from combined sewer overflows or bypasses. The permittee 
shall monitor all overflows and bypasses in the sewer and treatment 
system. A record of each overflow and bypass shall be. kept with 
information on the location, cause, duration, and peak flow rate. 
Upon written notification by EPD, the permittee may be required 
to submit a plan and schedule for reducing bypasses, overflows, 
and 	infiltration in the system. 

6. 	 Removed Substances 

Solids, sludges, filter backwash, or other pollutants removed 
in . the course of treatment or control of. wastewaters shall be 
disposed of in· a manner such as to prevent any pollutant from 
such materials from entering waters of the State. 

7. 	 Power Failures 

In order to maintain compliance with the effluent limitations 
and prohibitions of this permit, the permittee shall either: 

a. 	 In accordance with the Schedule of Compliance contained in 
Part I, prov;de an alternative power source sufficient to 
operate the wastewater control facilities; 

or, if such alternative power source is not in existence, and 
no date for its implementation appears in Part I, 

b. 	 Halt, reduce or otherwise control production and/or all 
discharges from wastewater control facilities upon the 
reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source of power 
to said wastewater control facilities • 

. B. RESPONSIBILITIES 

1. 	 Right of Entry 

The permittee shall allow the Director of EPD, the Regional 
Administrator of EPA, and/or their authorized representatives, 
agents, or employees, upon the presentation of credentials: 

a. 	 To enter upon the permittee's premises where an effluent source 
is located or in which any records are required to be kept 
under the terms and conditions of this permit; and 

EPD 	 2.21-8 
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b. 	 At reasonable, times to have access to and copy any records 
required to be kept under the, terms and conditions of this 
permit; to inspect any monitoring equipment or monitoring 
method required in this permit; and to sample any discharge 
of pollutants. 

2. 	 Transfer of Ownership or Control 

In the event of any change in control or ownership of facilities 
from which the authorized discharges emanate, the permittee shall 
notify the succeeding owner or controller of the existence of 
this permit by letter, a copy of which shall be forwarded to the 
Water Protection Branch of' EPD. 

3. 	 Availability of Reports 

Except for data determined by the Director of EPD to be confidential 
under Section 16 of the State Act or the Regional Administrator 
of the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency under Section 308 
of the Federal Act, all reports prepared in accordance with .the 
terms of this permit shall be available for public inspection 
at the Atlanta office of the EPD. Effluent data shall not be 
considered confidential. Knowingly making any false statement 
on any such repprt may result in the imposition of criminal 
penalties as provided for in Section 22(b) of the State Act. 

4. 	 Permit Modification 

After written notice and opportunity for a hearing, this permit 
may be, modified, suspended, revoked or reissued in whole or in 
part during its term for cause including, but not limited to, 
the following: 

a. 	 Violation of any conditions of this permit; 

b. 	 Obtaining this permit by misrepresentation or failure to 
disclose fully all relevant facts; 

c. 	 A change in any condition that requires either a temporary 
or permanent reduction or elimination of the permitted 

,discharge; or 

d. 	 To comply with any applicable effluent limitation issued 
pursuant to the order the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia issued on June 8, 1976, in Natural 
Resources Defense Council, Inc .. et.al. v. Russell E. Train, 
8 ERC 2120(D.D.C. 1976), Hthe effluent limitation so issued: 

(1) 	 is different in conditions or ,more stringent than any 
effluent limitation in the permit; or 

(2) 	 controls any pollutant not limited in the permit. 

EPD 	 2.21-9 
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5. Toxic Pollutants 

. Notwithstanding Part II, B-4 abova, if a toxic effluent standard 
or prohibition (including any schedule of compliance specified 
in such effluent standard or prohibition) is established under 
Section 307(a) of the Federal Act for a toxic pollutant which 
is present in the discharge and such standard or prohibition is 
more stringent than any limitation for this pollutant in this 
permit, this permit shall be revised or modified in accordance 
with the tox~c effluent standard or prohibition. A draft permit 
will be provided for review and comments prior to issuance. 

6. Civil and Criminal Liability 

Nothing in this permit shall be construed to relieve the permittee 
from civil or criminal penalties for noncompliance. 

7. State Laws 

Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude the 
institution of any legal action or relieve the permittee from 
any responsibilities, liabilities, or. penalties established pursuant 
to any applicable State law or regulation under authority preserved 
by Section 510 of the Federal Act. 

8. Water Quality Standards 

Nothing in this permit shall be cons trued to preclude the modifica
tion of any condition of this permit when it is determined that 
the effluent limitations specified herein fail to achieve the 
applicable State water quality standards. 

9. Property Rights 

The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights 
in either real· or personal property, or any exclusive. privileges, 
nor does it authorize any injury to private property or any invasion 

'of personal rights, 
local laws or regulat

nor any infringement of Federal, 
ions. 

State or 

10., Expiration of Permit 

Permittee shall not discharge. after the expiration date. . In order 
to receive authorization to' discharge beyond the expiration date. 
the permittee shall submit such information, for;ms, and fees as 
are required by the agency authorized to issue permits no later 
than 180 days prior to the expiration date. 

11. Contested Hearings 

Any person who is aggrieved or adversely affected by an action 
of the Director of EPD shall petition the Director for a hearing 
within thirty (30) days of notice of such action. 

EPD 2.21-10 
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12. 	 Severability 

The provisions of this permit are severable, and if any provision 
of this permit ,or the application of any provision of this permit 
to any circumstance, is held invalid, the application of such 
provision to other circumstances, and the remainder of this permit, 
shall not be affected thereby. 

13. 	 Best Available Technology Economically Achievable 

Notwithstanding Part II, B-4 above, if an applicable effluent 
standard or prohibition (including any schedule of compliance 
specified in such effluent standard or prohibition) is established 
under. Section 30l(b)2 of the Federal Act for a pollutapt which 
is present in the discharge and such standard or prohibition is 
more stringent than any limitation for such pollutant in this 
permit, this permit shall be revised or modified in accordance 
with such effluent standard or prohibition. A draft permit will 
be provided for review and comments prior to issuance. 

14. 	 The . permittee will implement best management practices· to control 
the discharge of hazardous and/or toxic materials from ancillary 
manufacturing activities. Such· activities include, but are not· 
limited to, materials storage areas; in-plant transfer, process 
and material handling are.s; loading and unloading operations; 
plant site runoff; and sludge and waste disposal areas. 

PART 	 III 

A. 	 PREVIOUS PERMITS 

1. 	 All previous State water quality permits issued to this facility, 
whether. for construction or operation, . are hereby revoked by· the 
issuance of t9is permit. This action is taken to assure compliance 
with the Georgia.Water Quality Control Act, as amended, and the 
Federal Clean Water Act, as amended. Receipt of the permit consti 
tutes notice· of such action. The conditions, requirements, terms 

~ 	 and provisions of this permit authorizing· discharge under the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System·· govern discharges 
from this facility • 

. EPD 	 2.21-11 




STATE OF GEORGIA PART III 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 11 of 13 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

B. 	 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 River samples shall be collected and analyzed twice a month during 
the months, May through November. Samples shall be taken from 
the U.S. 301 Highway bridge, the ITT Rayonier marker just upstream 
from the confluence of Penholloway Creek and the A1tamaha River ~ 

.and 	 the monitoring station at Everett City. Sampling shall be 
done near midstream or at a point which is judged to be representa· . 
tive of the river. Collection of samples shall be taken when 
flows are less than 10,000 cfs and when. the river is at steady 
flow conditions. The time of collection at the various points 
shall coincide 
b.e analyzed for 

with time of travel 
the following: 

for the river. Samples shall 

a. BODS and BOD40 

b.\ Dissolved Oxygen 

c. pH 

d. Temperature 

Also, river stage and associated 
reported during periods scheduled 

flow 
for 

at Doctor
sampling 

town should 
whether or 

be 
not 

sampling is actually conducted during that time. 

2. 	 The data from the river sampling program described above will 
be used by the Environmental Protection Division to refine and 
update the current stream model. If water. quality violations 
are documented, limitations in Part I, Section A.1. will be adjusted 
accordingly. 

3. 	 The effluent limitations for BODS for the December through April 
.. 	period may be modified to equal the limitations for the May through 

November period. The Director will provide written notification 
to the permittee 180 days prior to this permit modification. 

4. 	 Limits on page 2 are based on the permittee's anticipated production 
rate of 1740 ADTPD in 1988. This assumes that 38 percent of produc· 
tion. is dissolving kraft and 62 percent of production is bleached 
kraft. The permittee anticipates that production will be increased 
to 1940 ADTPD in 1990 .and is requesting a corresponding increase 
in the wintertime (December 1· April 30) BODS limitation from 
32,000 1bs. per· day to 3S,000 1b,s. per day on a daily average 
basis. 
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B. 	 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

By December 1, 1989, the Division will be provided with the expected 
projected production for the . following calendar year and with 
a summary of the actual production for the previous twelve month 
period. The effluent limitations will be adjusted in proportion 
to the projected production and shall not exceed the effluent 
limits commensurate with the 1940 ADTPD under this permit. This 
assumes approximately. the same ratio of dissolving kraft to market 
bleached kraft production. These limitations will then remain 
in effect for the duration of the permit. 

If the ratio of dissolving kraft to market bleached. kraft changes, 
certain adjustments may have to be made in the limitations, but. 
in no case wi 11 the daily a l10wab Ie BODS exceed 35,000 lbs. per 
day. 

5. 	 Any discharge point .sources of stormwater runoff shall not cause 
any water quality violations in the stream. 
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C. 	 BIOMONITORING AND TOXICITY REDUCTION REQUIREMENTS 

The permittee may not discharge toxic wastes in concentrations or 
combinations which are. harmful to humans, fish or aquatic life. The 
permittee shall not discharge an effluent which will kill 10% or more 
of the exposed test organisms· in 96 hours or less, when the test 
solution contains volumes of effluent and dilut ion water proportional 
to the plant design flow and the 7Q10 flow of the receiving stream. 

1. 	 If toxicity is suspected in the permittee's effluent, the Division 
may require the permittee to develop a screening program for whole 
effluent biomonitoring. The schedule will be as follows for this 
screening approach: 

a. 	 Within 90 days of Division notification, a study plan detailing 
the test methodology and· test organisms shall be submitted 
for conducting forty-eight hour acute static renewal tests 
of the final effluent •. If residual chlorine is present in 
the final effluent from treatment and/or disinfection processes, 
a prechlorinated or dechlorinated sample will also be tested. 

b. 	 Within 90 days of Division approval of the study plan,· the 
permittee shall conduct and submit the results of the forty
eight hour static renewal tests. 

2. 	 If toxicity is found in the permittee I s effluent based upon the 
results of the screening process, the permittee shall, within 90 
days of writ.ten notification by the Division, submit a Toxicity 
Reduction Evaluation (TRE) plan to the Division. (Not.e: Toxicity 
is defined to be a situation in which the effluent quality is 
such that 10% or more of the test organisms are killed within 
96 hours, in a test 'solution which contains volumes of effluent 
and dilution water pro'portional to the plant design flow and the 
7Q10 flow of the receiving stream.) The TRE plan shall detail 
the action the permittee will implement to eliminate toxicity. 
Within 270 days of Division approval of theTRE plan, the permittee 
shall complete implementation of the TRE plan and conduct follow-up 
biomonitoring of the effluent in accordance with the approved 
TRE plan. If toxicity is still. indicated, the permittee shall' 
continue the TRE .plan. The TRE plan shall not be complete until 
the permittee has eliminated the toxicity in its effluent. On 
a case specific basis, chronic toxicity testing procedures may 
be required to verify that the toxi~ity has been eliminated. 

3. 	 If toxicity is not indicated initially, or if there are substantial 
changes in the effluent composition, the permittee may be required 
to repeat the forty-eight hour static renewal test upon·notification 
by the. Division. On a case specific basis, chronic toxicity testing 
procedures may also be required. Biomonitoring o'f the effluent 
will be required at a minimum of once every three years unless 
otherwise noted. 

Upon approval by the Division, all study plans and TRE plans will 
become part of the requirements of this permit. 
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Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
205 Butler Street. S.E .. Floyd. Towers East. Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

J, Leonard Ledbetter. CommISSIoner 
Harold F. Reheis. Assistant Director 

Environmental Protection Division 

August 8, 1989 

Mr. R. A. McCrary 
Manager of Environmental Affairs/Pulp Products 
Southeast Operations 
ITT Rayonier, Inc. 
P. O. Box 207 
Jesup, Georgia 31545 

Re: NPDES Permit No. GA 0003620 

Dear Mr. McCrary: 

Please find enclosed a copy of the third comment letter we recently 
received from the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV, concerning 
modifications to your facility's NPDES permit. We are currently reviewing 
all three letters, and would appreciate your comments by August 15, 1989 
to aid in our response. 

Sincerely, 

/ie" /' ,,' " 

f1<;i{if;:As;- /e~.----
Nolton G. Johnson, P.E. 
Assistant Chief 
Water Protection Branch 

NGJ: 1hk 
Enclosure 

cc: Mr. John T. Marlar 
U. S. EPA, Region IV 



-' --. ITT Rayonier Inc.

j[~ r;J-jEf- ExBOltiYe !JI'fiaIs 

08na .8: 'Dooart if77 $ummet SfrM 
Director Stamtari, ;r!rBJ,f 
Environmet7tl1i .~ffairs TeJe(JhOne t1IJl 348-imI 

August 3, 1989 

G.eorgia E;w:.::cnment.;:;.':' P!:'ctactibn Di"Ii.sicn 
205 Butler straet: S.l. 

Atlanta, SA :C:~4 

Dear Si!"s: 

Enclosed ·lr-=· ::::' .s:'j-:~-:':"':::'- ~ .;.::;:n..":lents ~n the draft NPDES Permit 
issued for ·::::11:::: !;st:.c .Mil:. 'l':':;.a comma,,:::;; are ':'n t~NO 'Darts and 
include !lU!ile::.-::t.:3 a:;:~:~c~1:rner:·:,:;. • 

:We aopracia~ ~ :1:~ :;":~i.:':':-:'''''':'~1':''' =~! .:~ CC!1U';.'lc.:""::c en t ..:':~! d=aft per:ni't 
and iook fc::--va::::' ~=' ==:;cl'.l-=':'~t: -~ ":::-..:.':" or -~urdenscme and 
unnecessary ::'=(~:'==:J:l.;,:!"',,,:s. 

..
:""-:::"'/' ..:/?:< .~. 
- ---'""'f. -...; - .- - '_.



ITT Rayonier Inc. 
&eaJtiv8 Officss . 

1m Summer STreet 
SrBmfrxd. CT [lBJf 

;a/e(iIone 2!J3J J48.7r1lJ 

August 4, 1989 

Georgia Environmental. ?::otaction Ji-,'ision 
205 Butler Street, S.2~ 
Floyd Towers Eas~, 1ccm :070 
Atlanta, GA 30~3~ 

Gent:!'emen: 

contained 

.- . ~".

'" ~<_~x::1.; 

. - .ques;::'onco:,,= :..::.:- _ .=::::;"_""'.. :3."::':)7: 

::lrociuc':.3. 

'':.3.nc:::- ..: -=.c .::-: 

dioxin, 

believes the 

---. . 



Part II of these comments, which are attached, includes a 

de tailed explanation of the factual and legal errors contained in 

EPA's suggested watar quality standard for dioxin and the approach 

E?D has ?r~posed to ac~ieve compli~nca *ith this er=ant water 

qua 1::. ~:! 3 t:andard .. 

~1~ :re"t~ods ~.)t.~i~1g '..lsed ~:> -:iecec: "'Jery 10\1; le'vels of dioxins 

"::;:::::'c:'3.l ::?\" ;ne'C:--'oc. -ievelopment. They are essentially 

See attached letter 

. 'J ~..:..:.:.r :::'ncii~3.'C2S 

-- )~.q -"--..;) '

?3g~ 2. 



An effluent limit must be based on test methods that are 

accurate and reproducible if either the agency or the permit 

holder are to :,e able to assess compliance. The agency :nust 

either pick a permit limit that available laboratories can 

measure. (2,000 ppq7CI)O per Hamlin. June 20, 1989). delay 

imposit:::"on ;)f any :::ni;: until tast mec~ods. are apP:;:::'Q'Ted. or 

include a ?rocess for :,andli:lg 1:he anal:!tic~l proole!D.s :!Loove 

before a "'7iolation" can be a.lleged. lmposition of any ef""'luem: 

Lmi:: ,,:. -::'~ouc clear. :::-~.!.::.ao.:.~, and appropriate ~3S:: ]lethods ::':z 

clearly ?ramature. 

"the ,mount: -.- ...... - ,",'- ~ ...... - '" 

discnarged" . aecause of uncertain results produced jy :he 

analytical ;:;;et~cd -;.~ing used, (see LaFleur letter of .;u::':1 14, 

results that are :::e.c...;,,. the quam:::'tative reproducib-lc limi:::. 

i~hed the amount ~f dioxi~ i~ 

,;, . 



ITT Rayonier Inc. 

Research Clnter 
409 E. Harvard Avenu, 
Shelton, Washington 98584 

FAX MESSAGE 
Telephone (206) 425·4461 

June 20,· 1989 

Larry LaF:uer: Please comment by addition/modification. 
Thanks for the "help. Phil 

The USEPA has not published for peer review and comment 
Method 8290. This method has not been the method of use during 
the EP.~/AP! agreement investigating the occurrenC2 of 2,3,7 aI 

tetrachlorodibenzo-para-dioxin (TeDD). In fact tae analysis of 
dioxin is not done using traditional analytical quanti!ication 
methods. EPA has not established a pro'Cocol .which any 
reasonably equipped commer~ial analytical laboratory can use 
with the specified permit limits. . 

The EPA has ignored the fact that the anal~sis of dio:in 
(i.~. 2,3,7,8 TeOD) involves a· subjective· critari3 for 
~stablishing the quantitative detection limi~s. F~r~hermore 
t~e detection limit is dependent on the abi:i~? of tie Analyst ~c 
to show that a surrogate standard is: recoverable ata level (40 
to 120 percent) that is not consider .~uantitative in 
~lassica: analytical chemistry. In addition. t~e EPA allows t~e 
Analyst to :aly ont~o ~ther pr~cedur9s :0 ·ast~ma~33 t~e 
detection limit in th~ event the surrogate raco~9=y falls outside 
of the generous non-quantitative limits of 40-:20 \. One is to 
assume t~e detection limit will be two and cne~h~lt times the 
signal to noise level that the instrument is demonstrating at tne 
particular period. Th~ other is to assume the peaks 6bserved are 
related to ~dioxin·and to calculate the pe!k area and rep6rt 
the result as a detection limi~. In bot~ inst;nces the tr~e 
analytic31 limit of detecti0a far 2,3,',3 TenD has net been 

. si1own. 

The d~f!e=ences between analytical labot1tJry can easily 
be a f3c~~r of 50 or greater ~hen. analysis is jeing conducted it 
the parts per quadrillion level. For 2%ampla. ~wo laborstoriss 
?articip8ti~g in the EPA/API investigation of the occur:enca of 
dio~i~s in ?ul? ~ill~ one researc~ labo:atcr7 :~~crted a :!mi~ c~ 
detection !or effluents at about 2.2 Fa~:~ per quadri:licn 
~.o1hile. t:"!e other g~'J'e ~ ~imit of ~lO partspe!:, .. ';uac~~~lion.. ._ 
Z:.:?er:,e!1ca suggests t:1a:; commerCl31 !3borat:::::::5 -":":'l 1:0"': ::;e 130-'.:: 
to approach these levels of ef!iciency on rou~~~2 samples. It ~J 
anticipated that, most commercial· ana.1..yt::...:al laboratorieS 
available to do routine analysis for reporting under an NPDES 
permit will only be able to achieve a detection limit of 2000 
ppq TeDD. 

END 

http:ana.1..yt


WEST COAST REGIONAl CENTER 
P.O. eo. 0158 

COfYallil. OR 17339 
($O317~"'" 

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE PAPER INDUSTRY FOR AIR AND STREAM IMPROVEMENT,INC.· 

June 20, 1989 

MEMO TO: Phil Hamlin 

. FROM: Larry LaFleur 

SUBJECT: Comments on TCDD/TCDF Analytical Detection Limits 

Very early on in the field of TCDD analytical procedure
method development, a precedent of calculating sample specific
detection limits was adopted as standard practice. This may have 
resulted from the intensified concerns over the toxicity of TCDD 

. which dictated a need for more information from the analyst about 

"non-detected fl or it may have resulted from the variability in 

performance in the extensive clean-up procedures required in 

these analyses. At anyrat'e , somehow,' a sample specific 

detection limit estimate was incorporated in the analytical

procedures ata very early stage and now, virtually all 

procedures include a similar convention. 


The state-of-the-art procedure for determining if TCDD or 
TCDF are present, includes several criteria which must be met 
before the analyte is said to.be detected. First of all, certain 
gas chromatographic retention time crlteriamust be met. The M+ . 
and M+2+ ions of the analyte must elute within -1 to +3 seconds 
of the corresponding isotopically labelled internal standard 
retention time. The ion current responses for both ions must 
maximize within ±1 second of each other. Finally, the M+ and 
M+2+ ions of the isotopically labelled internal standard must 
also maximize witbin ±l second of each other. 

The second set of identification criteria require that the 
ratio of the integrated ion current areas for the M+ and M+2+ 
ions of the native analyte that meet the r.etention time criteria 
be within t15 percent of the theoretical chlorine isotope . 
abundance ratio (0.11 for a compound with four chlorines). 
Similarly, the ratio of the integrated ion current areas for the 
M+ and M+2+ ions for the isotopically labelled internal standard 
must be within tIS percent of the theoretical chlorine isotope
abundance ratio (also 0.11 for a tetra chloro. compound) • 

The final criteria requires that all ion current intensities 
be ~ 2.5 times the noi.se level (1. e., signal to noise ratio 
2:2.5:1). 

If all these criteria are met, the analyte is considered 
detected and the concentration is calc.ulated using isotopic 

'.-Page 5
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I 

dilution quantitation procedure.. 'rhe•• quantitation procedure.
include correction of the result for the recovery of the internal, 
standard or, to put it another way, the quantitation procedures 
corrects for losses in isolation and/or clean-up. I have 
reviewed a large number of analytical duplicates and in general,

feel that if the internal standard recoveries fall below 20 
percent, the probability is unacceptably high that the precision
QA/QC objective of a relative percent difference of less than 50 
percent will not be met. Between 20 and 40 percent, NCASI 
adjusts the internal standard signal to noise rat~o to ~lO:l to 
provideadditiona~ assurance that poor integration of the 
internal standard will not adversely affect the quantitation.
This practice in not universally accepted nor practiced in agency
procedures. 

Since the daily ,response factor ;is allowed to vary by :t20 
percent before re-calibration is required, it is conceivable that 
a recovery of 120 percent could occur. Clearly, recoveries above 
that level are indications of interferences and would introduce 
an unacceptable error in the quantitation procedure., Thus, 
samples with recoveries greater than 120 'percent cannot be 
accurately quantified. ; , 

If anyone of the identification criteria are'not met, the 
result 'is reported as non-detected. As I mentioned before, the 
convention is to provide a sample specific estimate of the 
detection limit. There are essentially two basic cases to 
consider in discussing how this estimate is performed. In the 
first case, let us assume that there are essentially no analyte
peaks to integrate. The analyst then makes an estimate of the 
noise level at the 'retention time where the analyte should have 
occurred, multiplies this noise level estimate by 2.5 and assumes 
that a peak would have to be at least that large before it would 
be considered detected. This area (actually in practice it'is 
more practical ,to switch to peak heights since integrating random 
"noise"'is not' realistic) is then plugged into the same ' 
quantification formula as if a peak were present at that level 
and the result is an estimate of the minimum possible detectable 
level in that p~rticular analysis. 

In the second case, let us assume that a peak is present in 

one or more of the native channels but one 'of the identification 

criteria was not met; for instance the ion ratio was too high.

In this case, since the signal is clearly above the noise level, 

then signal-to-noise is not the factor that determines 

detectability. In this case, the analyst uses that area of the 

peak as if it were the target analyte and simply plugs that into 

the quantification equation. ' The result then becomes the 

estimate of detection limit. 


There are subtly different situations which may arise 
requiring modification of these basic approaches necessary. The 

'whOle process becomes somewhat subjective as the limits 6f the 
quantification criteria are approached. In order to cross-check 
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the analyst, NCASI requires that all laboratory reports include 

hard copies of the extracted ion current profiles and these are 

audited by o~r staff. 


Phase II of the NCASI in'ter1aboratory comparison study .' 

included, as part of the industries fulfillment of the terms of 

the 104 mill study agreement, seven treated effluents. There 

were six kraft mill effluents and one sulfite mill effluent. 

There were a number of problems with the comparability of the 

results submitted by the three participating laboratories. 


Beginning with the 2378-TCDD data, the relative percent
differences (range divided by the mean) ranged from 2 to 149 
percent. Within .the eight analyses (one sample was analyzed as a 
blind duplicate) there arose several situations where one or more 
laboratory detected TCDD and the others didn't. In all cases, 
the estimated detection limits were below the levels reported as 
detected by the other 1aboratory(les). The highest relative' 
percent difference was observed for the sulfite mill effluent 
where one lab reported non-detect at 0.84 ppq, one reported
detectable at 1.4 ppq and the third reported detectable at 9.S 
ppq. 

The 2378-TCDF results were even more variable. In this 
case, the range of relative percent differences was from 6 to 241 
percent. Again, there were situation where some labs reported
non-detects below the levels another lab reported detected. 
Again, the comparability was worse for the sulfite mill where two 

- labs reported non-detects with 1 and 8.S ppq detection limits and 
the third lab reported detecting 2378-TCDF at 44 ppq. In a 
situation such as this, it would seem more appropriate to 
describe the one laboratory's result as a false positive. 

OUr conclusion was that the methods could not reliably
detect and/or quantify concentrations below 30 to 40 ppq although
this particular concentration range was not rigorously
established by any statistical evaluations. Due to these 
problems, NCASI has continued its efforts to further improve the 
analytical procedures in hopes of correcting these problems.
Some new adaptations of the analysis procedure· have been 
investigated and are currently being evaluated through a contract. 
laboratory. 

Also, it was the consensus opinion of the industry
analytical advisory committee that acceptable comparability of 
data could only be achieved through 'standardization of the 
analytical procedures. Therefore, we as an industry, have taken 
steps to standardize the use of the procedures described in NCASI 
Technical Bulletin No. 551, since in our opinion, it has been 
most thoroughly tested and optimized. 

I spoke with Dr. Werner Beckert, USEPA Project Officer for 
SW-846 Method 8290 (HRGC/HRMS PCDD/PCDF Analysis Procedures) whs 
told me that the final version of the method will be complete by 
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the end of June. He did indicate tha\;, within that time frame, 
he would be receptive to comments on the method from NCASI 
pertaining to pulp and paper 'matrix specific considerations. We 
are attempting to respond. Our r~marks will point out that the 
procedure has never been tested or single laboratory evaluated 
for pulp and paper industry effluents. The single laboratory 
evaluation that was performed included dried brownstock pulp and 
a waste treatment plant sludge for pulp industry matrix 
validation. However, MethOd 8290 has no provision for pre-drying
the samples so the validation would not be applicable to process.
pulps or, for that matter bleached pulp~ , 

To the best of my knowledge, the only PCDD/PCDF methods that 
have been published for public comment are method 613 (2378-TCDD 
by low resolution GC/MS with ppb/ppt detection limits) and SW~846 
Method 8289 (PCDD/PCDF by low resolution GC/MS). ' 

co: William J. Gillespie 

• 

.. 
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__.....T COAST REGIONAL CENTER 
P.o~ Boa 458 

COt'tIaIiia. OR 91339 
(503) 152-8801ncasi 

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF THE PAPER.lNDUSTRY F~R AIR AND STREA , IMPROVEtENT.,NC. 

July 14 I 1989 t_.___~ 
-:'.(:, -"'1 
! "... I • 

MEMO TO: Phi i Hamlin )1 '''''' :;:p ,ti1 -,-.,
-r I FI!.£:.' 


FROM: Larry LaFleur Cf,s!::: ' ' 


r.!1.: ~ 

SUBJECT: Re-ana1ysis of Mill M84 104 MIll seady Effluent Sample 

During the course of the analysis of effluents from the 104 
Mill Study, a number of the analyses failed the QA/QC criteria, 
thereby requiring re-analyses. These re-analyses were held until 
some modifications in the effluent analysis protocol could be 
tested and implemented. The samples were then submitted as a 
batch. 

. 

The contract laboratory had to discard 
, 

the entire first set 
of analyses from this repeat batch (probably due to analyst error 
such as forgetting to spike the sample with internal standards).
The laboratory initiated a repeat analysis on half of what 
remained in the sample bottle. Although some of these analyses 
meet the QA/QC specifications, there were problems with your
effluent sample. The table below summarizes the original
analysis data (including the information which failed QA/QC and' 
was thus censored from the original report to EPA) along with the 
present set of data. 

PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT' 
INTER.~ INTERNAL CLEAN-UP 

SAMPLE LABORATORY 2378 STANDARD 2378 STANDARD STANDARD 
EPA I. D. NCASI REPORT TCDD ION RECOVERY TCDF , ION RECOVERY RECOVERY 
CODE NUMBER CODE DATE (ppq) RATIO 13C~TCDD (ppq) RATIO 13C-TCDF 37Cl-TCDD 

M84 H84EAC AK3 11/22/88. 24 .0.66 21 11 0.87 18 71 
H84 H84EAC AK3 05/31/89 11 0.71 69 4.2 0.76 77 '73 

Both the original and the 
, 

repeat 2378-TCDD analyses met the 
internal standard recovery QA/QC minimum. However, the precision
between the two analyses fail the QA/QC specification. I have 
reviewed the data and cannot come 'up with any explanation for the 
reproducibility problem except that the laboratory used a small 
sample aliquot for the repeat analysis and they may have had 
difficulties getting a representative sample (particularly with 
respect to the solids). Perhaps this is an indication of the 
reliability of the analyses at or near the target detection 
limit. 
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The original 2378-TCDF analysis failed the internal standard 
recovery criteria but the repeat analysis passed. As we have 
seen in the past, the probability of the precision criteria being 
met is very poor when internal standards drop below 20 percent 
and this 2378-TCDF data is an excellent example of this problem. 

According to the terms of the Agreement, we must report 
these re-analysis. results. Thus, we will report the, 2378-TCDF 
results from the repeat analysis as "QA/QC Difficulties.". We . 
will then arrange a meeting where I will (1) report the actual 
concentration data (as required under the terms of the Agreement)
and (2) explain our interpretation of the significance of the 
difficulties. 

Although we are bound by the terms of the Agreement to 
report these results, in the event you have concerns about the 
EPA using questionable data to represent the .discharge from your 
mill we would like you to be aware that there has been some 
precedence for EPA accepting additional data (not necessarily 
substitute data) from mills. In situations where the mill felt 
the conditions during the 104 mill study sampling were not. 
indicative of their normal discharge, they elected to re-samp1e
and pay to have an additional set of pulp sludge and effluent 
samples analyzed. EPA has accepted this data and added it to 
their database. In these instances, both data points are being
used to characterize the mill. In other words, EPA did not 
replace the original data set. Given the analytical difficulties 
associated with the analysis of you effluent, if you elected to 
pursue a similar course of action, it could be argued that the 
repeat data only be used since the original data was highly
questionable. Please advise Bill Gillespie if you would like to 
pursue this option. 

cc: 	 Ray Whittemore 
Bill Gillespie 
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B. 	 FISH SAMPLES TAKEN FROM THE ALTAMAHA RIVER DO NOT 

SUPPORT THE LISTINGS 

The existing fish data for Jesup is both non-supportive of 

any effluent limits and very limited. The only fish data· 

available is that from the National Bioaccumulation study and 

that is limited to "Spotted Sucker" in the Altamaha River. 

There 	were two samples listed, and it is not clear if they
. 	 . 

both represent duplicates (split sample) or two separate fish 

that were caught and processed through the entire analytical 

scheme. One sample is identified as "WF (whole body) Spotted 

Sucker" and the other just as "Spotted Sucker", so we do. not 

know if it·is also whole body or not. This latter sample shows 

that no lipid was found (or none tested for?), while the fiI'st 

samples shows 5.9\ lipid. The dioxin levels reported were .not 

significantly different: 4.62 and 4.88 ppt TCDD--which suggests 

that only one fish was processed. 

This species is not believed to be a targeted food or game 

fish, nor is it part of a common food chain that would lead to 

higher concentrations in predators. It is conceivable that it 

does occasionally enter the catch, and could be retained for 

These reported levels of dioxin are well below the FDA 

level of concern (25 ppt) and support neither an emergency 

response nor any effluent limitation without much more data 
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regarding dioxin levels in game fish, consumption patterns, 

sources of dioxin, migration patterns, and other data required 

to develop any rational effluent limit. Some of that data will 

be generated per the agreement between EPD and the five Georgia 

mills and no effluent limits should be contemplated until 

additional data is acquired. 

C. 	 THE ESTIMATED COST OF MEETING THE ICS 

1. 	 Scope of Dioxin Reduction Program Necessary to Meet 

Permit Limit of 1.1 ppq 

The draft permit sets a treated effluent discharge limit 

of 1.1 parts per quadrillion (ppq) of 2,3,7,8-TCDD (dioxin). 

The permit further states that samples testing Wnon detectedW 

will be considered to. indicate compliance even though the. 

agency asserts the detection limit· is currently about 10 ppq. 

In order to estimate the cost of compliance, we have assumed 

that the permit means what it says and that we will have to 

meet the 1.1 ppq limit. We have further assumed that we will 

have to implement all t~e measures referred to below to 

achieve the number , though at present we have no way of 

knowing whether this will be sufficient. 

The dioxin content of our effluent is not known at this 

. time . A retest of one of the samples gave about half the. 

initial test. If the first test is correct we need better 
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,than 95 percent reduction of dioxin. If the ..second test is 

correct we need about 90 percent reduction. 

Little is known at this time regarding the effectiveness 

of the various proposed dioxin reduction measures. We believe 

that it would be necessary to implement all of the proposed 

measures in an effort to. achieve the 90 to 95 percent 

reduction in the allowable time period. Our program could 

include: 

a. 	 Installation of oxygen delignification for all three 

pulping lines. 

b. 	 Substitute a maximum (over ,sO percent) of chlorine 

dioxide for chlorine in the chlorine stage. 

c. 	 Install eqUipment for incremental addition of . 

chlorine dioxide and some chlorine with high shear 

mixing between additions. 

d. 	 Install chemically assisted clarification following 

the secondary treatment aeration basins to maximize 

removal of carryover suspended solids. 

The cost estimates are based on implementing the program 

outlined above. 
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2. Capital Cost Estimate For Dioxin Reduction Program 

The following capital cost estimate is based on 

consultant work for other clients and previous estimates for 

similar tyPes of Rayonier projects •. There has not been time 

to prepare even a budget quality estimate for these comments. 

The accuracy should be in the range of plus or minus 25 

percent or greater. It is accurate enough to demonstrate that 

this would be a very expensive program. 

• 
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Cost $ Millions 
Kill Unit 

Process Changes A B C Total 

1. 	 Oxygen de1ignification 20 20 25 65 
including closed screen 
room. 

2. 	 New CL02 Plant 8 

3. 	 Chlorination stage modifi- 1.1 1.1 1.1 3.3 
cations to allow maximum 
CL02 substitution. 

Sub-Total 	 21.1 21.1 26.1 76.3 

Tertiary Effluent Treatment #1 Basin #2 Basin Total 

Secondary Clarifier 	 4 4 8 

Chemical Feed Systems 0.2 0.3 0~5 '.. 

for Clarification 

Sludge Dewatering 3. 3 6 


Sludge Transport 0.5 1 1.5 

to Central Point 


Central Incinerator 15 


Sub-Total 6.'7 8.3 31 


Grand Total 107:3 


Contingency 15.9 


$ 123.2 
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The oxygen delignification element includes the 

associated pulp washers and closure of the unbleached screen 

room as well as the oxygen de1ignification equipment. There 

are three separate pulping and b1eachirig lines which are often 

producing three separate grades of pulp: As a consequence. 

three complete oxygen de1ignification systems are needed. Two 

of these. pulping lines produce substantial amounts of 

dtsso1ving prehydrolized kraft grades. Our research group has 

serious reservations about whether oxygen de1ignification is 

compatible with dissolving pulp production. These 

reservations are discussed elsewhere. Dissolving pulp is far 

more complex to produce and is much more chemically pure than· 

paper grade pulps made. in most mills. Hence, the impact of 

chlorine reduction and other process changes can be severe. 

Additional chlorine dioxide generation capacity will be 

needed. At this ttme, we are unsure as to the amount of new 

9apacity that would be required. We included capital for a 

medium sized unit. 

We are particularly concerned about the availability of 

caustic if our chlorine demand decreases significantly as. 

chlorine and caustic are co-products. The production of all 

of our pulps, particu1ar1r the dissolving grades~ requires the 

use of large quantities of caustic in order to achieve the 

required purity levels. 
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The chlorination stage modifications include four 

incremental chemical additions and four high shear mixers. 

These modifications would be required for all three bleaching 

lines. 

There are two ,aeration basins which are located some 

distance apart. Two chemically assisted clarification· (CAC) 

systems would be required, each with a sludge dewatering 

facility. We also included capital. for a sludge incinerator 

as this sludge would be very difficult to dewater to a point 

where it could be placed in a landfill. Ye.performed some 

bench scale CAC experiments on Jesup effluent when this 

technology was being considered for the proposed BCT 

guidelines. These experiments indicated that suspended solids. 

incireased rather than decreas.~d as alum dosage was increased. 

Experiments by others indicated that 2000 ppm alum dosage, or 

higher, was necessary to significantly reduce suspended 

solids. The need for this system as well as the design 

parameters, would be highly dependent on the process changes 

made in the pulp mill. Operating costs are potentially very 

high, depending of course on the level of alum addition. 

3. Operating Cost Estimate For Dioxin Reduction Program 

The principal operating costs of this program will be 


associate~with the capital expenditures; depreciation, 
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interest, and maintenance of the new equipment .... EPA has used 

about twenty-two percent per year to cover these three items. 

This would be roughly $27.1 million of annual expense for a 

$123.2 million project. 

Bleaching chemical costs will probably be somewhat 

reduced. Energy costs will be Increased substantially. These 

factors will tend to balance. each other so we have assumed 

other mill operating costs for the program will be a wash. 

Although we use high quality specialty chemicals 

(defoamers, etc.) requiring the use of virgin oils, there 

could be higher costs associated with specially prepared 

defoamers, containing even lower concentrations of dioxin 

precursors. Our suppliers have told us any further reduction 

in precursors would be very expensive. It is also foreseeable 

that caustic prices will certainly increase as demand for 

chlorine is reduced. 

Operating costs for the chemically assisted clarification 

following secondary treatment will be substantial. ·These 

costs will include operating labs, coagulating, and dewatering 

chemicals. auxiliary fuel for the sludge incinerator, and ash 

disposal costs. We do not have enough information to 

accurately estimate these costs but believe they will be. in 

excess of $2 million per year and would exceed $20 

million/year if high alum dosage is required. This gives a 
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total annual operating cost approaching $29 mjllion per year 

with no allowance for the addition of alum. 

4. Application of Oxygen Deli'gnification to Kraft 

Dissolving Pulp Matiufacture 

Many of the grades produced at Jesup are dissolving pulps 

which denote highly purified products that are used as 

chemical raw materials in the production of rayon, viscose, 

acetate, and other products. The difference between these 

grades and the paper making pulp produced in most mills is 

chemical purity and control of the chain length of the 

cellulose polymer. Paper pulp. though white. retains 1ignins •. 

hemi-celluloses and other impurities that would prevent any 

use as a chemical feed product. The production of dissolving 

pulp requires the removal of ' these i~purities without 
, , 

destroying the cellulose polymer: that is the sought after end 

product. The bleaching sequences developed over the years 

that can accomplish these goals all depetidheavlly.on chlorine 

to meet t~e specific chemical characteristics of the various 

dissolving pulp grades produced at the Jesup, mill '. We know of 

no commercial processes that uses oxygen as a substitute for 

chlorine. 
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There is a real question on what effects oxygen 

delignification might have on Jesup dissolving pulp 

qualities. We would not expect the hemi-cellulose stabilizing 

phenomenon seen with s~lfite pulps to be quite as problematic 

in kraft pulps. However, At this time. we do not know how 

much cellulose degradation might be caused by oxygen 

delignification and what will be the effect on end use 

properties .. The majority of Jesup dissolving grades require 

very low Sand S and very tight I.V. control. 11
lS 10 

These parameters would be much harder to control if oxygen 

delignification causes additional cellulose degradation . 

• 

A major commitment in time and expense will be required 

to determine the effect of oxygen delignification on Jesup 

dissolving pulp quality. The following would have to be done: 

a. 	 Laboratory experiments would be required to produce 

oxygen delignified kraft dissolving pulp samples 

having the correct· analytical specifications for all 
f 	 . 

types 	of dissolving pulps produced at Jesup. These. 

samples would then have to be tested in the 

laboratory for end use properties. Approximately 

two man-years of labor~tory time is required. 

1/ SlS. 510 and I.V. control refer to the degree of 
chemical purification. 518· and 510 are solubility in lS% and 
10% caustic respectively and measures degree of cellulose 
refining. I.V. is intrinsic viscosity which indicates average 
chain length Of the cellulose polymer. 
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b. 	 If the above results are deemed promising by us 

and our customers, a pilot plant operation would 

be required to produce trial quantities for 
. . 

extended customer evaluation. Thi.s would require 

a major expense in installing the pilot oxygen 

delignification and result in production losses 

while the pilot trial was carried out. 

Approximately six calendar months would be 

required. 

c. 	 The trial pulp would then be shipped to customers 

and evaluated. This step can easily take six 

months to acco~plish since a large number of our 

customers are overseas. 

d. 	 Once all the customers find the pulp acceptable, 

oxygen delignification could be designed and 

installed. The project might· take about another 

18 months to complete. 

The cost of this development process has not been 

estimated. 

There is no guarantee of success and failure of any of 

the steps above ~ould force the mill to choose between the 
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loss of its most important business and possible 

non-compliance with its Dioxin effluent limit. It is also 

relatively clear that if this Hobson's Choice arises, it 

will happen well into the 3-year period provided for 

implementation of the ICS. 

5. 	 Comparison with Government Risk Avoidance Cost 

. Guidelines 

Since the EPA's suggested water quality standard of 

.- 6
.013 ppq purports to be based on 10 cancer risk 

assessment, the company is being required to spend an 

estimated 123 million dollars to prevent a one in a million 

excess lifetime cancer risk. OM.8 recently rejected several 

EPA proposed regulations because they fell outside the 

range of $300,000 to $700,000 per statistical cancer case 

which EPA has historically used (BNA Environmental Reporter 

Vol. 20, Number 6). Clearly a figure of 123 million 

dollars per calculated statistical cancer case is out of 

this range by several orders of magnitude. and would not 

pass OM.8 review if it was proposed as a federal 

regulation. Georgia should not apply a water quality' 

standard that is completely out of proportion with the 

cost/benefit analysis that supports other health related 

regulations. 

Page 22. 



D. SUMMARY OF ERRORS CONTAINED IN EPA CANCER RISK 

EOTENCY DETERMINATION 

1. Toxicity of Dioxin 

The human toxicity.of dioxin (which means 2,3,7,8

tetrach1oro-dibenzo-p-dioxin or TCDD throughout this 

document, but not any other congeners or isomers) has been . 

overstated. Some a.nima1s, in particular the guinea pig but 

also the rat and mouse, are very susceptible to dioxin 

poisoning. Humans and other primates are less 

susceptible. There is no evidence for a carcinogenic 

effect of dioxin in laboratory animals below doses which 

cause severe systemic toxicity in rodent bioassays. There 

is no evidence that dioxin is a human carcinogen. The 

levels required to produce systemic toxic effects in rats 
. -11 

are in the range of a dioxin concentration of 10 K 

(Molar) and above. It should be noted that the Georgia and 

-6 
U.S. 	Water Quality Criteria for 10 risk level 

-18 
correspond roughly· to a concentration of 10 H. 

The known human toxic effects of dioxin require large 

exposures and are well-defined. They include chloracne, 

which is almost diagnostic of a high dioxin exposure, as 

well as effects involving derangements of porphyrin 

metabolism and/or catabolism. The biochemical mechanism of 

these effects is not known. It is possible that the dioxin 
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molecule binds to active sites in. enzymes· or to othe,r 

"receptors" which recognize molecules involved in the 

synthesis of the heme group, but research is required 

before this can be established or rejected. If this were 

indeed the mechanism involved, then it would explain the 

specificity and variety of dioxin's interactions with 

mammals, and be consistent with a dose-response mechanism 

showing a distinct threshold and highly non-linear 

behavlor, as is seen in all experiments involving dioxin. 

Since there have been several well-studied incidents 

of human exposure. to large dioxin concentrations, with 

significant populations followed for· more than 30 years in 

some cases, there are unlikely to be significant human 

toxicities which have not yet been recognized. 

Thus, there is no scientific justification, nor any 

other evidence, for setting regulatory levels of dioxin 

based on any assumptions other than that it isa molecule 

with well-defined systemic toxic effects having clear 

thresholds. 

2. Levels Measurable 

A dioxin level in effluent ofl.l parts per 

quadrillion cannot be measured reliably and reproducibly 

with current technology. (One part per quadrillion is 1 
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·15 12 
part in 10 . parts, or one gram per 10 liters. This 

is less than one light wavelength compared with the 

d:Istance to the moon; . it is equivalent to a drop of alcohol 

iil one hundred billion liters of water. 

Thus, a ~evel 1.1 parts per quadrillion cannot 

pY&ctically be regulated. 

3. Surrogate Measurements 

Many measurements of dioxin levels reported by the 

U.S. EPA involve measurements of surrogate molecules and 

often this is not clearly stated. These surrogates are 

other dioxins and dibenzofurans whose toxicities relative 

to dioxin are estimated and summed to give TEFs. We concur 

with the British Government in believing that there is 

~nsufficient'evidence to estimate the toxicities of other 

molecules in these families, and no evidence justifying any 

extrapolation whatsoever to potential human carcinogenic 

risk from such mixtures. 

Effluent dioxin concentrations are also inf~rred'from 

measurements of these 'mixtures in fish. since the 

,concentrations in effluents themselves are usually too 

small to measure, as are the actual concentrations, if any, 

of 2,3.7,8-TCDD itself ,in fish. Estimating the 

unmeasurable from surrogate measurements of molecules which 
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DBay have no known toxicities at the concentrations irivolved 

will inevitably lead to gross overestimates of risk. The 

Clanger of regulatory injustice is par~icularlygreat when a 

molecule, like dioxin, is ubiquitous so that the source of 

a particular dioxin molecule in a fish cannot be attributed 

EO a particular effluent. 

Thus, all measurements for site and risk assessment, 

when such are appropriate, must be direct measurements· of 

dioxin itself, and any inferences based on TEFs or other 

surrogates must be clearly identified and then rejected . 

•Effluent dioxin concentrations cannot be inferred from 

measurements of levels in fish, and regulatory action 

should not be based on measurements in fish. 

4. Bioconcentration and Bioaccumulation Factors 

Bioconcentration factors and bioaccumulation factors 

used in setting levels' in Georgia and elsewhere are not· 

reliable. Further research is required to determine valid 

factors and such factors should be site-specific. 

Thus, bioaccumulation and bioconcentration factors 

must be measured directly, must be site-specific and cannot 

be based on inferred effluent concentrations. In 

particular, when effluent concentrations are inferred from 

measurements 'in fish the derivation of a bioconcentration: 
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factor involves a circular argument. Derivation of such 

factors, if done at all, can only be based on proper 

scientific experiment, not on a series of inferences. 

, . 5. . Evidence for Carcinogenicity 

It is the potential carcinogenicity of dioxin which 

causes most concern for human health. We do not believe 

that dioxin is a human carcinogen. We believe that, if 

dioxin han animal carcinogen at all it is so only under 

very restricted circumstances having no relevance 

whatsoever to human health. We also believe that the data 

on which the U.S. EPA's extrapolation of risk are based are 

chosen incompetently and analyzed using statistical tools 

illegitimately. A full analysis of the effects of such 

statistical treatment i~ being undertaken, as well as an 

analysis using the techniques recommended by the 

International Agency for· Research on Cancer. In addition, 

a detailed analysis of all bioassay data is underway . 

. The following conclusions are believed to be sound: 

All extrapolations used to form the U.S. EPA's 

regulatory policy for dioxin are based upon, or involve. 

the tumorigenic response to the highest dose of dioxin in 

the female rat liver as described by Kociba et a1. This 

dose was highly toxic, causing severe hepatitis, as well as 
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premature death and excessive weight loss. It should never 

have been considered for extrapolation purposes, and it is 

significant that no lower dose showed a tumorigenic effect 

on the female rat liver. The author of the study has made 

these points, in publications and at meetings, many times. 

2J He repeated them to one of us (ADJR, meeting with Dr. 

Kociba at Dow Chemical Company, Midland, Michigan on July 

17, 1989) and said, in addition that he did not consider 

dioxin a human carcinogen, nor did he feel that enough was 

known about the mechanism of dioxin toxicity to categorize 

its tumorigenic effect in the rat liver except that it was 

an effect with a sharp threshold and highly non-linear 

dose-response curve. Finally he concurred with our beliefs 

that dioxin should be regulated as a threshold toxin, and 

that his high dose data point for the female rat liver 

. cannot be combined with possible tumorigenic responses at 


other sites or in other animal species. Dr. Kociba 


reiterated that dioxin was not an animal carcinogen except 


under the peculiar circumstances of his high dose response 


in the female rat. 


1.1 Kociba, R. J'., "Animal Toxicity Studies of 2,3,7,8
Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin. Derivation of Lifetime Exposure 
Control Limit Recommendations for Humans" in Lowrance, William W. , 
ed., "Public Health Risks of the Dioxins~· Proceedings of a Sympo
sium held· in New York on October 19-20, 1983 by the Life Sciences 
and Public Policy Program of the Rockefeller University, pp. ~7-98. 

Kociba, Richard J., "Summary and Critique of Rodent Carcinogenicity 
Studies of Chlorinated Dibenzo-p-Dioxins" in Exner, Jurgen H., ed., 
"Solving Hazardous Waste Problems, Learning from Dioxins," Developed 
from a Symposium Sponsored by the Division of Environmental Chem-·· 
istry at the 19lst Meeting of the American Chemical Society, New 
York, New York, April 13-18, 1986, pp. 54-67 i. 
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Thus inferences based on Koc'iba , s data point are 

~11egitimate,as is any regulation derived by extrapolation from 

it, Such activities raise public fear without increasing public 

safety. 

6. Levels Set 

The British Government has suggested a gui'deline 
r . 

consumption of 1 picogram per kilogram body weight per day for 

people. (copy attached) By chance this issl1ghtly less than 

the estimated dioxin intake from all sources for citizens of 

\Jest Germany (and almost certainly anywhere else in the world). 

This guideline was set to protect against that toxic effect, 

potential teratogenesis, which the British Government considers 

.to have the lowest threshold. A guideline to protect against 

potential carcinogenic effects was set at 10 pg/kg/day. Both 

guidelines incorporate conservative safety factor~below the 

NOELS of 100. 

If EPD believes it has to establish an effluent limit for 

dioxin at this time, we would suggest the agency use the lower 

guideline together with a site~specific bioaccumulation factor 

and dilution factor to derive a valid effluent limit. For 

example, using the dilution factor of 82 that EPD used to 

determine the proposed dioxin effluent limit, the 

bioconcentration factor of 5000 that EPA used to determine its 
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suggested water quality s.tandard for dioxin, and assuming that 

.6.5 gm of fish are eaten daily (not a site.speci!ic estimate), a 

body weight of '70 kg and .intake of 2 liters of water per day, 

tbena daily intake of 1 pgfkg would be achieved by drinking 

water with a . concentration of 2.15 pg/liter; .if no fish were 

eaten from the local water, then an intake of 1 pg/kg would be 

achieved by drinking water with a concentration of 35 pg/liter. 

The appropriate effluent concentration, given a dilution factor 

of82 would then be 0.177 ppt for a fish eater and 2.87 ppt for 

a person who drank water but did not eat fish. To start with a 

different assumption on risk, use of the Cantox guideline factor 

of 10 pgfkg/day would generate effluent limits ten times higher, 

and other site specific values could drive the limit in either 

direction. 

In summary. if Rayonier is required to meet the proposed 

permit, it will be required to pay about 123 million in capital 

costs and 29 million per year in operating costs to install and 

·operate a process, that may prohibit the company from making its. 

most important pr~ducts in order to meet a water quality standard 

that: 

1) cannot even be measured; 
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2) 	 is based on erroneous assumptions re1atiAg to the cancer 

potency of Dioxin which, at best, ignored the data base 

that other U.S. Agencies and Nations have interpreted to 

set the risk orders. of magnitude below EPA's assessment, 

and, at worse, selected data to fit the agency'· s starting 

assumption that Dioxin is a non-threshold carcinogen; 

.3) 	 is based on a bioconcentration and fish consumption factor 

that may be entirely too conservative for Georgia; 

. I 

4) 	 has not been properly established under federal or· state 

law; and 

5) 	 is not supported by fish samples taken downstream of pulp 

and paper mills resident to the state of Georgia, all of 

which are below the FDA level of concern. 

~n view of these facts, Georgia shou1d~estab1ish its own 

water quality standard for Dioxin after an objective and thorough 

evaluation of all the data., and any permit modification should be 

based on that standard. To do otherwise is to place an'unnecessary, 

and very costly burden on this permittee for the sake of ~n EPA 

water quality standard which is clearly wrong. 

8092L 
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.. MAl< PLACE 
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TlLECOPIII'II Q7-4711O 
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_HOf't'ICa _ITI"~. 
.•, ~ COHOMN trnw1rT DlMC-T 0tAL IoeUw.alllJUt 5 1989___H, caeoI'ICIIIA In.,

.'11) 2»-2IM 

(404) 527 -4Ui6 

June 28. 1989 

Mr. Roqer Wa't ts 
. ITT Rayioner 

1177 Summer Street 

Stamford. Connecticut 06904 


Mr. Robert A. McCrary 

Manaqer of Environmental Affairs 

Pulp Products 

ITT Rayonier. Inc. 

Post Office 207 

Jesup. Georqia 31545 


Mr. Dana B. Dolloff 

Director - .Environmental Affairs 

ITT Rayoniet. Inc. ' 

1177 Summer Street 

Stamford, Connecticut 06904 


RE:· Georgia l04el) Challenge 

Gentlemen: 

I am enclosinq a copy of the Petition which was filed on 
behalf of ITT Rayonier. Inc. on June 22. 1989. 

Roger. you will note that there is an 18th challenqe in 
this Peti tion. which was not included in any of the drafts that 
you' saw. At 4:00 on the date on which the Petition was due. 
Russ Frye called' me and suqqested that we add a challenqe to 
the listinq of the Altamaha River and your facility on the Lonq 
List. His concern was that. in liqht of the NRDels suit which 
arques that an ICS is needed for each faci I i ty on the Lonq 
List. we should challenqe that listinq as ,well. Because EPD 
arqued in the RCRA suit that new points may not be raised by 
amendinq the Petition. we decided to add Russi suqqested 
challenqe. 

\ , 
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ARNAlL GoWEN &. GREGORY 
'l 	 .If/ 

". ,. 

Messrs. Watts, McCrary and Dolloff 

June 28, 1989 
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We had already. served the Petition on the Attorney General 
and the· Director, but had not yet fi led it with the Hearinq
Officer. As such. we filed the revised Petition and then 
reserved the Attorney General and the Director. If you have 
any 	questions with reqard 

I remain. 

JCS/slj 

Enclosure 

to 	the Petition. please call me. 

Sincerely yours. 

~ 
JOh~/Clay Spinrad 
./ 
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BEFORE THE GEORGIA BOARD OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

STATE OF GEORGIA 

IN RE: ITT RAYONIER, 'INC. s Record ·No. 
s 
§ NPDES Permit No. GA0003620 

i8'1'I '1' ION 

COMES NOW ITT 'Rayonier, Inc. and peti tions for a hearing as 

follows: 

A. VUri.diction and Nature o( 'etitioner'. Intere.t. 

Pursuant to O.C.G.A. S 12-5-43 and S 12-2-2(c)(2), 

Petitioner ITT Rayonier; Inc. ("Petitioner") requests a hearing 

to contest an act ion taken by the Di rector of the Georc.~ia 

Department of Natural Resources (the -Director") on May 23, 

1989. rin t~a~ date, the Director added the Altamaha River to a 

list ·submitted. by the Director to the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA"), Region IV, pursuant to 

§ 304(1)(1)(B) (the "Short List") of the Clean water Act, 33 

U.S.C. S 1251 e..t.J.e$l. (the "Act"). When he added that body of 

water to the Short List, the Director identified Petitioner's 

facility as a point source for which an individual control' 

strategy would be implemented •. 
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As ,the owner of a facility which has been identified 

pursuant to S 304(1) of the Act, Petitioner is an aggrieved or 

adversely affected person, as ' defined in O.C.G.A. 

S 12-2-2(c)(3). If that-facili~y remains on the S 304(1) 

lists, Petitioner will be required to implement an individual 

control strategy, which will cause Petitioner injury in fact. 

B. 'actual BackgroUQd and Irocedural BlatoEY. 

The Water Quality Act of 1987 added S 304( 1) to the 

Act. Section 304 (1) of the Act requires, inte, .a.li.A, that 

st'ates submit to EPA a list of certain waters which the state 

does not expect will attain certain water quality standards 

despite compliance with' all applicable technology-based 

requirements. For each such segment I ' S 304 (1) requires that 

the state determine which point' sources are discharging the 

toxic pollutants which are believed to be impairing water 

qua 1 i ty. Fina lly I S 304 ( 1) requi res that the state submi t to, 

EPA an individual control strategy for each point source to 

reduce. the discharge of toxic pollutants., The' lists and 

individual control strategies were to be submitted to EPA by 

February 4, 1989. 

On January 12, 1989, EPA published proposed 

regulations to implement § 304( 1), 54 fJtd. bSl. 1300., On 

January 23, 1989, the Director submitted S 304(1) lists for the 

State 
" 

of Georgia. On May 23, 1989" in response to comments 

from Re9ion IV, the Director included the Altamaha River on an 
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addendum to the Short List, and identified Petitioner's 

facility al a point source for which an individual control 

strategy would be implemented. (A copy of this listing is 

attached hereto. as Exhibit A.) 

On June 1; 1989, the Director sent notice . to 

Petitioner (1) that its facility would be identified on the 

304(1) Short List; (2) that its NPDES permit would be reopened 

to assign new water q~ality-based permit limitations for 

2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (hereinafter -2,3,7,8

TCDD-), which limits were based on EPA's health criteri'a; (3) 

that best management practices as formulated by EPA should be 

implemented at Petitioner'S facility; (4) that' Petitioner'S 

NPDES permit had been modified to require monitoring of 

2,3,7,8-TCDD levels in fish tissue: and (5) that the new, 

2,3,7,8-TCDD limitations must be achieved by June 4, 1992. The 

Director . als~ enclosed those portions of Petitioner's NPDES 

permi t which ref lected the proposed modif ications. (A copy of 

this letter and the draft permit revisions are attached hereto 

as Exhibit B.) On June 2, 1989, EPA . published the final 

regulations implementingS 304(1) of the Act. 54 EiUi. R.e.q. 

23868 (June 2, 1989). The regulations were effective May' 26, 

1989. 54 £e.d.BJiQ. 23895. 

C. Ac;tiona of the Director for Dicb byie. i. Sou;ht. 

The Di rector erred in determining that the Altamaha 

River 'should be included on a list of waters in Georgia which 
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are not ezpected to achieve the· applicable standards under 

S 303 of the Act· after the requirements of S 301(b), 306 and 

307(b) of the Act are met, due entirely or substantially to· 

discharges from Petitioner"s facility of 2,3,7,8-TCDD for the 

following reasons: 

Georgia has not adopted a water quality standard for 

2,3,7,8-TCDD which comports with the requi rements of § 303 of 

the Act, EPA' s regulations promulgated thereunder and O.C.G .A. 

S 12-5-23(b)(9). As such, a determination cannot be made 

under § 304(1) concerning either the Altamaha River or 

Petitioner's facility. 

2. 

Georgia's narrative .standard for water quality,. Rule 

391-3-6-.03(5)(d) of the Rules of the Georgia Department of 

. Natural Resources, may not be used to incorporate EPA's 

suggested numerical water quality standard for 2,3,7,8-TCDD for 

purposes of 1isting waters of the State under § 304 (1) of the 

Act. 

3. 

The Di rector impl ici t ly adopted EPA' s suggested numerical 

c(iterion for 2,3,7,8-TCDD in connection with compiling the 

§ 30.(1) lists without affording Petitioner its right to noti~e 

and comment concerning that numerical standard. In so doing, 

the Director has abridged Petitioner's rights to notice and 

comment established in. the Georgia Administrative Procedure 

Act, O.C.G.A. § 50-13-4. 

-3·.:.. 
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4. 


The Director' acted in a manner contrary to law' in 

implicitly adopting EPA's suggested, numerical. criterion for 

2,3,7,8-TCDD. That criterion comes from EPA's Quality Criteria 

For water 1986, (EPA 440/5-86-001) (1986) (the -Gold Book-), 

which has never undergone the scrutiny 'of' the notice and 

comment procedure afforded by federal administrative law. 

5. 

In implicitly adopting EPA's suggested· numerical standard 

for 2,3,7,8-TCDD, the Director has failed to follow Department 

of Natural ~esources Rule 391-3-6-.03(S)(iv)(2). Specifically, 

the Director has not dete~mined that Petitioner's facility is a 

'source of .,ollutants at levels sufficient to interfere. wi th 

certain designated uses. If the ,Di rector has made the 

determination required by this Rule, such determination is 
J 

incorrect, ,and was made without affording Petitioner its right 

to notice and comment concerning such a .determination pursuant 

to O.C.G.A. S 50-13-4. 

6. 
) 

. In implici tly adopting EPA· s suggested numerica I standard 

for 2,3,7,8-TCDD, the Director has failed to follow Department 

o.f Natural Resources Rule 39l-3-6-.03(S)(iv)(2). Specifically, 

the Director has failed. to develop site specific criteria for 

2,3,7,8-TCOO through tozic pollutant monitoring. 
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The Director erred in placin9 the Altamaha River on the 

Short List because there ha~ been no determination that· a. 

numerical standard for 2,3,7,S-..TCDD will not be achieved after 

the requi rements of 5S 301 (b), 306, and 307 (b) of the Act are 

met. Such a determination cannot be made, because neither the 

Director nor EPA has established technolo9y-based, requirements 

for the control of 2,3,7,8~TCDD from pulp and paper mills in 

general, or for Petition,r's facility in particular. This 

determination is an absolute prerequisite to a decision to list 

a body of water under 5 304(1)(1)(8) pf the Act. 

S. 

The Director had insufficient data to support his 

conclusiob that there is a watek quality standard violation for 

2,3,7,S-TCDD due entirely or substantially to discharges from 

Petitioner's facility. 

9. 

The Director has failed to comply with 5 30~(I)(I)(C) of 

the A~t in that the Short List does not provide the amount of 

2,3,7,S-TCDD allegedly discharged by Petitioner into the 

Altamaha River. 

10~ 

In identifyin9 the Altamaha River and Petitioner's facility 

on Georgia's S 304(1) lists, the Director engaged in unlawf~l 

and imprope·r rulemaking in violat ion, of Peti t loner's' rights 
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under the Georgia Administrative Procedure Act. Petitioner was 

never notified of the Director's intention either to place the 

Altamaha River on the Short List or to identify Petitioner's 

facility on this list, and was never given an opportunity to 

comment on either action. 

11. 

In implicitly adopting EPA's suggested water quality 

standard for 2,3,7,8-TCDD, the Director faile~ to consider the 

technical means avai lable for the reduction of· pollution and 

the economic factors involved, as required by O.C.G.A . 

. § 12-S-23(b)(9). 

12. 

The Director submitted the Short List identifying 

Petitioner's facility prior to thepromulgatio'n of, the final 

regulations implementing § 304(1) of the Act. In so doing, the 

procedural protections afforded to Petitioner under the 

Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 500 at ~., were 

circumvented. 

13 ~ 

The Director failed to comply with the. p~ovisions of 

O.C.G.A. S 12-S-23(b)(9) in implicitly adopting a standard for 

2,3,7,8-TCDD ~f .000013 ng/L.This numerical criterion is not 

the' maximum degree of· pollution permissible in accordance .with 

the public interest in water supply, conservation of fish, 

game, and acquatic life, and agricultural, industrial and 
( 

recreational uses. 
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14. 


The Director erred in establishing the· standard for 

2,3,7,8-TCDD for Petitioner's facility at a 10-6 human health 

risk level.· 

15. 
/ 

The Director erred in establishing a numerical standard for 

2,3,7,8-TCDD bas.ed on EPA's Gold Book criterion, because that 

standard was ultimately premised on a single data pOint which 

is· unable to support EPA's risk assessment analysis. 

16. 

The Director erted in establishing a numerical standard for 

2,3,7,8-TCDD based on EPA's Gold Book criterion because that 

standard was formulated relying on a single species bioassay 

calculated without regard to human ezposure data. 

17. 

The Director erred in establishing a numerical standard for 

2,3,7,8-TCDD based on EPA's Gold Book criterion in light of 

EPA's acknowledgment, in a consent decree filed in 

Environmental pefense Fund v. Thomas, No. 85-0973 (D.D.C. July 

27., 1988) , that subs tant ia 1 addi tiona 1 informat ion is needed 

before effluent regulations can be promulgated for 2,3,7,8-TCDD. 

18. 

The Director erred in identifying the A1tamaha River and 

Petitioner's facility on the list submitted to EPA pursuant to 

§ 304(1)(A)(ii) of the Act. 
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WHEREFO~E Petitioner respectfully requests that the Ke~ring 

Officer enter. an order deleting the fdentification of 

Petitioner's facility from the lists submitted by the Director 

to EPA, Region IV, pursuant to S 304(1) of the Act, 33 U.S.C. 

S 1314, as well as for such other further relief as is deemed 

just and necessary. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~RNALL GOLDEN , GREGORY 

William K. Kitchens . 

Attorneys for Petitioner 
ITT Rayonier, Inc. 

55 Park Place, Suite 400 
. Atlanta, Georgia 30335 

(404) 577-5100 

JCS/69 
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CERTIfICATE Of SERVICE 

I hereby certify that· I have this day served the foregoing 

Petition by hand delivery upon the following parties addressed 

as follows: 

Mr •. J. Leonard Ledbetter 

Director 

Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
20S Butler Street, S.!. 
Suite 1252 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

Michael .J. Bowers, Esq •. 

Attorney General 

Georgia State Law Department 

132 State Judicial Building 

Atlant~.,. G"torgia 30334 


'7 '- ~ 
 , 1989 • This the........... day of 
7=(&;"''''' 

. ",/
'" . *' :.--""",'1,-.,.. 

JCS/69 
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205 Butler Street. S.E .. SUite 1252. At.lanta. Georgia 30334 
J. 	Leon.,a Lfdb.ntf. CO"'''''u.o,.. .... 

404.656·3500 

M.ty 23. 1989 

Hr. Creer C. Tidwell FILE COpyReSional Administrator 
U. S. Environmental Protection Asency 
Resion IV 
345 Courtland Street 
Atlanta. Ceorsia 30365 

Re. Section 304(1) Lilt. 

Dear Mr. Tidwell. 

Thil 11 in respon.. to 
.concernina Ceoraia' I Section 

your 
304 

AprU 
i 

7, 
UsU 

1989 
and 

letter of preli
the more recent 

minary commentl 
AprU 20, 1989 

and Kay 8,1989 letten on. dioXln. Alio, receipt hacknowledled of Hike 
HcChee' I Kay 8, .1989 letter on the Toxic. Rele..e Inventory. EPA h.. requested 
the State to perform additional Icreenins to supplement Ceoraia'i January 23. 
1989.repori. . 

The Ceorsia Usts were submitted to your alency on January 23, 1989 
to comply with the February 4, 1989 Federal Clean Water Act mandate. The 
U.u were developed in accordance with the Ceorlia Rule. and Relulationl 
for Water Quality Control. Ipecifically Rul.. 391-3-6-.03 and .06 • .. well 
&I all EPA mauriah available at the time (EPA Cold Book, and Section 304(1) 
suidance materiah, etc.). The Ihtins. comply with Section 304(1) require
ment. of the Federal Clean W.ter Act. 

The Ceorgia Rules were pubUcly reviewed through a ..ries of six meetingl 
and a pubUc hearing in. conjunction with the developme.nt of the Section 304(1) 
liltingl. Noticel for aU indiVidual control strategiu or NPDES permiu 
were published to satisfy pubUc notice requirements. For each individual 
control stratesy. the CeorliaDepartment of· Natural Resourc.. (DNR) issued 
a pubUc newspaper ad, tent copiel of the notice to .111 interested parties 
on themaiUns Ult, and transmitted an individual letter to each permittee 
invo,lved. . . 

. 
After. reviewllla your aiency'l preUminary comments, only one item W41 

identified that required follow-up by DNR. Your water quaUty permitting 
section ha. requelted additional data on Thomaston Hilh beyond the routine 
infonaation normally provided under the NPDES permit delelation. Attached 
11 the additional information on t:hom&lton Hilla that Ihould allow you to 
finaUze the review of Ceorsia'. January 23. 1989 report. Ceorlia DNR has 
not identified any issue mentioned in your April 7. 1989 letter that cannot 
be supported by the fUe.. The four additional fac1Utiea beinS evaluated 
for potentiAl Ihtins by your asency were already covered in Ceorgia' I 
screenins durinl the development of the Section 304(1) lisu. Acc:ordinlly. 
these four facilities are·not appropriate ·for inclUSion on Ceorlia's Section 

. 304(1) short 	lilt. . 

EXHIBIT 

A 


http:developme.nt
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Kr. Greer C. Tidwell 
U. S. Environmental Protection Alency 

·Pale 	2 
Kay 23,1989 

DNI al.o reviewed the preUlDinary c01lllllentl provided in your letter for 
the individual control .tratelie. of each of the faciUU.. identified on 
the .hort lilt. Aldn, no revllion. to the January 23.1989 report were 
ident1fied frOID thh reviev. Attachment No. 1 provide. a detaUed project 
by project re.pon.e to. your preUainary c01lllllenu. 

In rupon.. to your Apr11 20, 1989 and Kay I. 1989 1ettera concerninl 
the treatment of dioxin at pulp and paper .IDU1I that ellp10y chlorine b1eachinl. 
thia w111 brinl you up to date with our current plan.. DNI haa requested 
the five bleached kraft pulp and paperllill. in G.orlia to develop a uniform 
IIlIpUnl/t•• Unl protocol for dioxin 1IlOnitorinl. S...p1.. of reprellntativ.· 
la.. fi.h and bottoll feedinl fi.h w111 be coU.cud by an outaid. con.u1tant 
fro. location. up.tre... and down.tre.. ofth. va.t.vat.r di.charle. from 
the.e five .1111. Samp1.. vil1 alao be coU.cted forcOlllpariaon fro. the 
Chattahooch.e liver below Atlanta and froa the Ocon.e liver b.10v Athen., 
area. affecUd by urban activitie' but not by pulp aUla. Sample c.ollection 
w111 take plac. between June and October of thia year. Whole body ....p1•• 
II weU aa fllh UUett w111· be analyzed for dioxin by an approved contract 
laboratory. Final reporu w111 besubllitted to DNI within 3 to 4 !IOnth. 
fo110vinl salDple collection. 

DNR reviewed the. March 15, 1989 National Final Gu~dance on Section 304(1) 
LisUnl and Pemittinl of Pulp and Paper HiUs that wa. ref.renced by your 
Apr11 20. 1989 letter. Thll u.eUlIent haa concluded that all of th, five 
fac Uitie. quaUfy II candidate. for the ".hort li.t. II An addendum to the 
".hort.U.t" i. attached to include the five Georlta bleach kraft pulp and 
paper lIill.. 	 ,. 

The national luidanc. ahorequire. the five pulp and pap.r m11l1 to 
b. identUiedon the Section304(l) "lonl U.t." DNR hal prepared the attached 
addendum to the "lonl. U.t" which identifiea the receivinl watera below 
three of· Georlla'. five pulp and paper mill. that UII chlorin. bluchinl. 
The other two m11l1 wereUsted on Georlia'. previou. Section 304(l) "lonl 
li.t" submi~tal. . 

The NPDES draft permiu for th•. five mUll w11lbe developed· prior to 
June 4,.1989. DNa w11l b.reopeninl the KPDES permica to auiln new water 
quaUty baaed Umitl for dioxin and .to recollllllend but manalement practice. 
for chlorine lIinimhation· and total .u.pended .olid. reduction.. Th. schedu1. 
forcompletionvUl· b. Jun. 4. 1992. If the fllh sampUnl ruultl show levell 
of dioxin exceedinl 25 ppt in the edible portion. of the flesh. then the 
permit w111 b. reop.nedonc. alain and the Umit for dioxin made more 
.trinlent. 



ATTACKHENT NO. 1 

le.pon.e. to EPA'. April 7, 1989 Preliminary Review Comment. 

Burlinaton tndu.trie., Inc •. 

aued on a 7QlOof 22.0 ch and an aveuge plant flow of 1.91 HCD, the 
maximum daUy limie for lead w... calculated to be 9.8 5oIg/l. The permit limit 
for lead w... adju.ted to the EPD laboratory detection level of 25 50Ig/l for 
end of pipe monitoring. according eo the procedure. id.ntified by the 
December 7. 1988 Water Quality Standard. and Permit Regulation.. Baud on 
Hr. John Karlar'. letur dated January 10, 1989. EPA had no objection to 
the final permit a. written. 

Production Anodizina Corporation, Plant No.1 

Ba.ed on a 7QlO of 0.0 cf., the maximum daily limit for .ilver wa. calcu
. laUd to be 0.12 5oIg/l. The permit limit for .1lv.r v... adJu'Ud to the !PO 
laboratory. d.tection lev.l of 10· 50Ig/l for end of pipe monitoriag. accordiDg 
to the procedure. identified by the Oecemb.r 7, 1988 Water Qualiey Standard. 
and Permit Resulation.. A. stated on page 4 of the p.rmit, complianc. with 
th1l limit 11 required on or prior to January 1. 1990. B....d oa Hr. Joha 
Marlar'l letter dated January 10. 1989, EPA had. no objectioa to the final 
permita. vritten. 

Production Anodizing Corporation, Plant No.2 

Ba.ed on a 7QIO of 0.0 eft. the I14ximum daUy limit for mercury Wal 

determined to b. 0.01 5oIg/t. The permit limit for mercury v... adjulted to 
the EPD laboratory detectioa level of 0.5 501,/1 for end of pip. monitorin" 
according to the proceduru identified by the December 7. 1988 Wat.r Quality 
Standard. and Permit Regulation.. AI stated on page 4 of the permit. com
pUanc. vith thi. limit 11 required on. 0

0 
1" prior to January I, -1990.aued 

on . Kr •. John KarlaI" I lett.r. dated January 10, 1989. EPA had no objection 
to the final permita. vritten. 

U. S. Karine Corpl Logistic. Ba•• 

The calculatioa. were baud on a 7QIO of 0.0 cfs, and a moderate range 
for hardne.. of 100 to 199 mg/l. The calculated .maximum daily limit. and 
the final pel"llit limit. ar. a. follow•• 

Parameter Calculated !>faximum Daily Limit Final Permit Limit 

Lead 3.2 50Ig/l 25 50Ig/l 

Cadmium 1.1 50Ig/l 10 ",,11 

Copper 12 501,/1 20 50Ig/l 

Cyanid. 5.2 501,/1 25 ",,11 


The final permit Umit. were adju.ted to the EPD laboratory detection level, 
a. required by Ceorgia Regulationl. 



Delta Air Line" Inc. 

Ba..d OD a 7QIO of 0.45 cft. an aVIUII plaDt flov of 0.60 HCD, and 
a .tr••m h.~dD••• of Ie•• th.D 100 ml/l, the permit lillit. for cadmium, copplr, 
and dlv.r v.re calculatld to be 1.04 11,11. 9.62 111/1, .nd 0.18 !J,Il, r ..p.c
tivel". . 'nI. p.rmlt limit. for cadmiulI, copPlr, and .tilv.r vIr. adJu.tld 
to the IPD l.boratory detection lev.l of 10 1.1,11,' 20 11111, .nd 10 1.11/1, re.pec
thely. Le.d and cy.anide did not .how up on the mo.t recent plrmit appUcation 
.t level. equal to or ,reaur than the IPD deuctioD lev.ta of 25 111/1. ilnd 
are thlrefore not required to be incorporated into the permit. 

A. provid.d in Ceorli.'. Water Quality St.Ddard. aDd Plrmit le,ulation., 
no permit lillit for nick.l 11 required if the Dickel concentration in the 
.treall 11 te.. thaD fifty percent of the criteri. conc.ntration. 'nIe permit 
iDclude. nickel monitorhl three times per veek, vbich 11 more .trin,ent 
than the annual mODitor1nl provllion of thl relulatioD•• 

Chicopee 

Bued OD a 7QIO of 0.08 cft, an aver.I' plaDt flov of 0.21 HCD. aDd 
a moderate ranll for hardDe.. of 100 to 199 mall, the ma:d1lWl d.Uy Ullit 
for copper Val calculated to be 14.9 11,/1. 'nI. permit Umit fo~.coppe~ Val 

adJust.d to the EPD laboratory detection level of 20 11,/1 for IDd of pipe 
monito,rin'l .accordin, to the .procedurea identified by the December 1 •. 1988 
Water Quality Standards and Permit le,ulatioD.. B....d on Hr. JOhD Karlar'. 
letter dated January 10, 1989, EPA h.d DO ObjlCtioD to the final permit ... 
vritten. . 

Co.t. ~nd Clark, Inc. 

Based on .7Q10 of 1.5 ch. an avera,e plant flov of 2.5 HCD, and a 
hardnl" level of lellthan 100 11,/1. th.· milxlmum d.Uy limit for copplr 
va. c:a 1culated to be 9.0 ",/1. The permit limit for copper Val .dju.ted 
to the EPD laboratory detection level of 20 uill. accordin, to the procedurea 
identified' by 
le,u lat ion', 

the December 7, 1988 Water Quality Standards and Permit 

lobin. Air Force Ba•• 

The calculatioD' 
avera,e plaDt flov of 

for O
0.46 

utfan 
HCD. 

008 
and 

vere based 
• moderate 

on a 
range 

7QIO 
for 

of 0.0 
hardness 

ch. 
of 

iln 
100 

to 199 m,ll. Th. calculated permit Umitl and the final permit l1mitl are 
a. follovil 

Par.met.r Calculated Limit Fhal Limit 

Cadmium 1.1 111/1 10 IIg/l 
Cyanide S.2 ",,/1 25 IIgll 
Lead 3.2 11./1 25 UI/l 

. Sliver 0.12 IIg/l 10 11,/1 

The flnal permit limits werl adju.ted froll the calculated Umitl to obtain 
enforceable permit limits as provided for in the Ceorgia Rules and Regulation, 
for Water Quality Control. 



The calculat ion. for Outfall 009 were band on a 7QIO of 0.04 c h, an 
averaae plant flov of 1..54 HGD, and a coderate ranae for hardn... of 100 
to 199 mall.· The calculated penit limits and the final penllit limit. are 
at foUov•• 

Parameter 	 Calculated Limit Fin. 1. Limit 

Lead 3.3 uall 	 25 ua/l 
Silver 0.12 uall 	 10 ul/l 

The final permit limits vere adJu.ted to the EPD laboratory detection levell 
to achieve enforceab le permit limit. in accordance with the December 7, 1988 
Geor,ia Water Quality Standard. and Penllit ae,ulation.~. 

The William Carter Companx 

Bued on a 7QIO of 0.01 cfl, an avera,e plant flov of 0.44 HGD,and 
a hardne.. level of le.. than 100 mIll. the .... xilll\lll dail, licit. for cadcium 
and copper were calculated to be 0.7 UI/l and 6.6 .1'1/1, r"pecthely. The 
permit licitl vere increa.ed to the E'D laboratory detection levell of 10 

·~ 	 1',/1 and 20 \.&a/l, respectively, for end of pipe IDOnitorinl, accord in, to 
the procedur.. identified by the December 7, 1988.' Water Quallt, Standard. 
and Permit aeaulation•• 

Dundee Hi 111 

Bued on a 7Q10 of 1.5 cfl, an ave.r'aae plant flov of 0.975 HGD, and 
a hardne.. level of Ie.. than 100 call, the maximum daU, Hmits for copper 
and zinc were calculate.d to be 13 I'all and 119 \.&a/l, rupectivel,. The penH 
limit for copper va. adJu.ted to the EPD laboratory detection level of 20 
ulll for' end of pipe monitorina, accordin, to the procedur.. identified by 
the December 7, 1988 Water Quality Standard•. and Permit aelulation•• 

The Wllliam'L. 'Bonnell Company, Inc. 

Bued on a 7Q10 of 0.0 eft and a hardne.. level of lreater than 200 
mall (metal finllhina effluent with no dilution of .tre.. flov at 7Q10). 
the reported nickel concentration of 100 lJa/t 11 teu than fifty percent 
of the criteria concentration of 280 uall. By letter dated December 19, 
1988, the company 11 beinl required to' perform additional chemical analy,es 
for nickel, a. vell a. three other.chemicals not mentioned io EPA's letter. 

Arm.tronl World Indu.trie. 

None of theparametera li.ted in EPA'. letter (lead, mercury. Illver 
. and beryllium) were found at concentrations equal toOl' Ireater than EPD'. 

laboratory detection level for tho.e parametere. 

Savannah Electric - Port Wentvorth 

In accordance vith Clorata'. December 7, 1988 Water Quality Standard, 
and Permit Requirements,whole effluent biological monitoring 11 required 
by the company to determine if beryllium i8 beina discharged in toxic amounts. 

http:increa.ed


1 
Th. EPA human health criteria· for b.ryllium 11 currently und.r reviev for 
r.vi.ion.. Al.o. the Savannah Riv.r provid.. ampl. a•• imilativ. capacity 
to protect for human health at areat.r. than lO-S rUk lev.l. ba••d on the 
mo.t current EPA Cold Book. criteria for human h.alth and the trac. amounU 
of b.rylliwa b.inl dischara.d by Savannah Il.ctric. 

Conxen Almand Branch WPCP 

Cadmium and cyanid. Umitation. v.re Dot iDelud.d in the p.rmit .ince 
the data for tho•• paramet.r. weI" 1••• thanlPD labor~tory d.t.ction limit,. 

In accordanc. with C.oraia t. Dec.mb.r7. 1988 Water quaUty Standard. 
and Permit Relulation•• the maxIl11Um daUy Umit Wal adJu.tld to the IPD labora
tory d.tection limit. t to ea.ure an .nforceabl. p.rmit Umit. 
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(~eorgia Deportment of Noturol Resources. 

• • 

Ju'" 1, 19at 

EXHIBIT 
Mr. Jobtn A. McCrary 
~r."lr of !~¥'roftmlnt.l Atf'lr.I'~l, 'r04uct, B
'outht •• tlra O,.r.tlol. 
Iff 1&10n11r, lao. 
P. O. 'ox 207 
JI.U,. Clor,t. 31,4'-0207 

II' 	 ~'DI' 'Irall Jo. G4 000"20 
Dloxla tialtetion. 

~.'r 	Hr. Keef.r,. 
-The CI,artllltnt of .ltul~11 .uourc.. "u COI\p1tu. tb' nvhv of che 

dloxlD dae, co11ect.. tor the Ilvl Clor,i, \1IIOhl. kraft ,u1, .nd pl,lr 
.UlI 1G c.oaJuftctlon vUIl til' U. I. IrA ItICIoul 11oaccur'lUhc'" ltd, an. 
the tJ. •• !,A/'aper taiuttr, Coo,eratLY. Oloxh hueS,. OIl April 20, Ult, 
the U. If !PA cun.dU•• ct\·alrHucll 15, 1989 If,Clonal rh.l CuU'l\c. (CO" 
.n.loeed tor ,oln tnfonnulca). 14114 U,OD tbl 4L.~har,. flov. fro. ,our 
:aUl .,,4 utlr.\aud ftellvl"l1 Itr... flov., Chi c.lc"hu4 Hodllhttreaa, 
vuel concentraelOIl .xc.... the l\utoDd luUanel erlur'. "hleb h \ .... 
01 , 10-6 hu"" hutth fL.t hvd. 

To eom,l, vUh thl ",UI)nal ,uUalcl on d'oxln, thl. D.,ut.lat I, ,fO
poll", the fol1ovlD.' . 

•• 	 AU fivi 'lueht' kraft ,ul, raUlI vU t ~. ,hced oa the 'e,tioa l04( 1) 
Short t.ht ""leh deU"1I 'hi ,01l\C ,o~rci 4hcharlu, of &Olio chtzl1uh 
t~4t txce •• ~.tlr .u.llt7 .ttnd.rd•• 

•• 	 :h. 1f'~11 ,tflett. vill ... rlo,.ned to lutlD thl alV ~IC.r 'uaHt1·~.... 
PUIIIU u",n for .loxln. the ,ro,o... ud1D\3•••U, U_tt 1. \1114 IlJO. 
th. 1'4 10·' hu",. h'lttb orlurll II ',ICU". l~oY" la I4UUOD, 
EPA al,1oD IV hll cr.,lI, Itte" .1 h~nl•. conuol ,,,Ulnce ,oUe, VhUb 
rlco~l\i. ch.t II.' Mant,emlnt 'r.cclc., (IMP'., \1 1~,lemlQl.4 co 
,,1nlmh. cUorln. 'ad tc.ta1 lIu,tl'ldd '0114. levitt. Ie 11 .uUtlud 
th't you l~pl'~'DC the.. lett Hlniliment 'r,ctlcI' to the ••ceaC 
ptacclca~lt fo~ 'ou~ f,ctltt,. 

c. 	 In addlelon. lucu.!,1 h•• betn l ..... rt .. into chi n~tJ plnnie. CO rt~uhl 
thl contlnl.ld .onitorlft, of ~lodn levtll La n.h clllUl, II .ccori,ncl 
vUh the \lnUonl fi,ll ..~,U"l/c .. t1n, protocol ,ropoud b7 the elora"
'ul, .n. "plr A••oclltlon an' .p,rovt. " thl ~I,.rt~enc. 

•• 	 Tour com,I"', viiI ~. requirl' co mett chi DtV 410xlD 11~it'Clon. ~y Junt 4. 
1992. chI d.tl mln'lel' \y Chi 'ederal ctlan VIClt Ace. 

http:contlnl.ld


• J 

Hr. lo~trC A. ~,erAr, 
. 1ft '.yoaLer. Ine. 
, ••, t 
J\oI,,11. UI' 

. .nelo..' 11 • cop, of tl\. t<lrUODt. of ,o"r C\lrUDe· "PD'I ,Ullle vill\t'" propo••• ~o41fl.,clon.. Th. ~tpart•• ftt ,hoQ1. \1 Dotl'l•• if 70Qt coa,a'7 . 
aftuct,lu, aD)' .UHo"h, 1ft ...tin, eta. "IV fl,,,tnaurl. 

ItdcI"l,. 

J. t Otllf' 1AAeUtr 
CowaUtlo'lr 

n.l.uaJ\ 
lado,,," 



·'1,1 2. of U 
'trll' 10. CA 000)620 

! 
!• 



• • • W filii .. 

· ··IHP1I~ ',~H f i! IrI Iii 

t. i · i ~ e I" f. ,If II~.' ~ .:L h ~I[lr 01 'J" .....t!i · r ~ !.. .....

ilf"'= 1 it ~ '~; ,~~ill'

if Ii t r I = 8, r:;. t ~tr !
',!!l rf ir~ ~ ':

A 
-I \!.[r i G ,._ I,. I'f r ~ ,ii 

;D 

c [ • ... 
· : r i 1!1. ;ijl HIff , ., 1· i'" 

.tll i l r :! t
I : ! h I IIit, "".1 . ttli Ii j-[ '; . ( til
if:: ~ .1 1 " 11 

· l la f
{Iif ',! ij! ! r~ f !',~i'

'C. I ~ 'A;'

h!ff f ( 
I ~ I i I I' 
J \l [ I if. f 

,IH1 
=ii' ~h. Ht;" . 

~ 

w·l 
r i 

j 

I ~r 

: 
i .....,III t \ '" o ~t i~',It' tlf 

.. 
'iii ~. f·' r . ~l ! 1 'I' 

.... 

r " ~.ll! ~ _.i .I 
~ .. filii 

.. -f f rI r I~ill 
f 
II 

ii r 
nil. or.,ooo YO 'OM "~••

' ct ,t ~r t't, 
t l1Yl N .' 



ITAtl or C!ORCtA 'Alt IU 
D&PARrHtNt OJ MATtlAl lISOU1CE. 
ENVI10NM&~tAL IlOTlcttONDIVI510M hi' 121 .f U 

'tralt I •• CA 0003620 

6. 

7. The Dhleur. ruOftllen4. tl\at tbe ,lnaUuI divito, ea4 ilI,"IH'"
I.,C Y.lftl,I=.ft' 'r,ettc.. (IHI·,) for cb10rinl ·a'n'.'.lti.D ,. 
thl ,ul,'blueb 'hat Irut lor utd .uI,en',' .oU4. all1.1uel.1\ 
h cbl find IlIhut. ruuh,naort, che ~'rtUOl fteo-illd. 
that .ueh IMI'. iaclude the nu....r' 1C~.l.. t. 'eteral". it,.roc", e04.UtceUoftIU· Chi bh.c" ,he' II'/or ."lUonll 
eUhtDC controh art ful1bh fo~ the ,,",ue••'. heU1t7' 
Shoul. ch. p.r~ltt.. dtel.. that luth Itu.,e. Ir. vlrr.att', 
,,,... nul'.. .'tn. \1 an' report 0' theU "ft."'",cOfliuut' a 
,ub.ttt,. to th.. ~htctor \1 Dlet.bar 31. litO. t. tile ..xll1W1 
I Kttftt praetha\h. t~. ,n..ln.. ·'~jll IE,h •• ", the Undla., 
of Che cblol'lft. -tnt.lIeUoa an. totll nl,.n.,' ..U'. alntat..• 
tloft ,eud1 •• b1 10 1a'lr Ihlft June ., 1992. 
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., RECEJ,VEO 
JUL :.! 4. 1~389 ' 

BEFORE THE 

GEORGIA BOARD OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


STATE OF GEORGIA 


§ 

IN RE: ITT RAYONIER, INC. § Record No. DNR':"'EPD-WQ-AH 9-89 


§ 

§ 


PETIT!QJ.lEB~ST';\'f..EMENT OF MATER...l.AL FACTS 

AS .TO WHICH TriEU EXISTS A DISPUTE 


COMES . NOW petitioner ITT Rayonier, Inc" (hereinafter 

and files this, its statemen t of"Petitionee:" or 

macerial facts as to which there exists a dispute. As set 

forth in Petitioner's response to the Director's Motion for 

Summary D<=: ,::::::cminat ion , the Director has failed to stiles upon 

which undisputed facts his motion is premised. However I 

pursuant to Department of Natural Resources Rule 

391-1-2-.15(2L Petitioner is required to include a state.ment 

of material facts as to ',';:lich it contends. thereenscs a 

genu.ine issue for determination. 

On May 1?S9:. the identifiadthe Altamaha .R i'Ter 

lists to S tat:5 

;: ·)'>=cticn· enc:". :?;'2qion I;/, ~)Ursuant to Section 304(1) of tl1e 

"" ._ .~ ,:=J "., ','.,' :::. "" "': -;" t., ~ :- ;',- .': ,::, "",,~.;-., '\, ~: -:;. U S'C § 1- 2'" 1 "" r S 2. r? 
¥ - ~ ~ ~ '- -_ .... - ",,-- .... " ,_~. ~ ~ .... - * / ~ ... - .. •• _.....~......I .. 
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2. 


When he added that body of water to the 304(1) lists, the 

Directoridentifi~d Petitioner's facility as a point source for 

which an individual control strategy would be implemented. 

,3. 

As the owner of facility which has been identified pursuant 

to Section 304 (I) of the Act, Petitioner is an 'aggrieved' or 

adversely affected person, as defined in O.C.G.A. § 12-2-2(c). 

4. 

If Petitioner's facility remains on the Section 304(1) 

lists, Petitione!' will be required to implement an indiv~,dual 

control strategy. which will cause Petitioner injury'in fact. 

5 . 

The Director listed Petitioner's facility on the 304(1) 

lists because he found the facility discharged 2,3,7,8-TCDD in 

• I-amounts which, in whole or In par .... , caused' a violation of the 

water quali~y standard for 2,3,7,8-TCDD. 

6. 

As c~ Aay 23, 1989, Geo:gia did not have a numerical wat~r 

quality standardior 2.3 7:a~TCDD. In fact, the applicable 

[egulat~0~ concerning 2,3,7,8-TCDD requi:ed th~ Direct~r to 

determi::=? Of. ?etitioner',s facility was a source of polh:::ants 

and 


through to~ic pollutant mon oring. 


-2



7 • 


The numerical standard implicitly adopted by the Director 

with regard to Petitioner's fa~ility comes from EPA's Quality 

Cr i te ria Fo r Water 1986 (EPA 440/5-86-001) ( 1986) (the "Go Id 

Book"). which has never, undergone the scrutiny of the notice 

and comment procedure afforded by federal administrative law. 

8. 

There has been no determination by the Di rector that a 

wate::--'=Iuality standard for 2,3,7,8-TCDD will not be achieved 

aft2r the requirements of§§301(b)' 306, and 307 (b) of the 

Clean Water Act are met. 

9. 

The Director has not established ,technology-based 

requi:ements for' the control of 2 t 3,7,8-TCDD from pulp and 

paper mills in general, or for Petitibnet's faciliti in 

particular. 

10. 

The Director had insufficient to support his 

conclusion that tne':::8 was a 'Hater quality standard violation 

f0?:' 2 ;.3! 7, 8-TCDD due entirely or substantially to discharges 

from Petitioner's facility. 

1 ,·.~ . 

In tifying Petitioner's facility on the 304(1) lists, 

3nd ~~?licit:? ado?tin~ EPA's suggested water qu~li criterion 

for 2,3,/,8-TCDD, the Director failed to consider the technical 

means available for t reduction of pollution and the economic 

factors involved. 

-3



12. 


In identifying Petitioner's facility on the 304(1) list, 

the Director failed to determine if .000013 ng/L is the maximum 

degree of pollution permissible in accordance with the public 

interest in water supply, conservation of fish, game, and 

aquatic life, and agricultural, industrial and recreational 

uses. 

13. 

The Director failed to provide Petitioner with adequata 

notice and an opportuni to comment with regard to t:,e 

identification of Petitioner's facility on the 304(1) lists. 35 

well as with regard ~o the implicit adoption of EPA's numeri:3! 

standard for 2,3,7,8-TCDD. 

14. 

As a point sou.rC2 identified pursuant to §304(1)(1)(Dj, 

Petitioner will be required to implement an individual control 

strategy. Petitioner mus~ be in compliance with the individual 

control· strategy as soon as possible, but no later than tn!"eB 

year3 following the date it is promulgated. 

IS. 

.....
J...:.19 inoi '!idual ::on1:rol str:3.tegy provides that best 

ma~a~ement ?ractices be initiated in or r to reduc3 levels for 

·::nd for cot31susp solids. Ra~roni a:

purCh Sitlg and 

equi?ment requi red to· implement the best. mana·gement practices 

-4



(BMP) set forth in the Ies wi 11 cost ITT \ Rayonier, Inc. 

approximately $123;000,000.00. . The estimate is based on 

technology similar to that itemized in the· emergency rule 

amending Georgia Department of Natural Resources Rule 

391-3-6-,03(S)(d) which was issued·~n June 30, 1989. 

16. 

It is not known at this time if the use of the required BMP 

~ill effect a reduction in 2,3,7,8-TCDD such that it will meet 

the effluent standard requ~red to meet the Water Quality 

Standard set forth in the individual control strategy, .000013 

ng/L. 

17. 

Chl·.Hine bleaching of wood Pll!.p is believed :::e the1-

source of the traces of 2,3,7,8-TCDD found in the plant's 

effluent: Should application of best management practices fail 

to achi~ve the necessary discharge limits, elimination of 

ch 10 r i ne .a 11 togethe r may be requi ree and techno logy es not 

currently exist to. produce a large number of plants 

products with chlorine. Furthermore, development of such 

technology may not be successful and even if success:'..:.l is a 

multiy~ar prOC2SS. The 304{:) listing imposes a 

ccmplianc2 that does not permit the new technology .. :)Dment 

:lese:: 

-~-

http:123;000,000.00


Respectfully submitted, 

William H. Kitchens 

Clay S£1n±ad 
( ( . 

ARNALL GOLDEN & GREGORY 
55 Park Place, Suite 400 
Atlanta, Georgia 30335 
(404) 577-5l00 

Atto~neys for" ITT Rayonier, Inc .. 
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~ERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I do hereby certify that I have this day seryed the within 

and foregoing Petitioner's Statement Of Material Facts As To 

Which There Exists A Dispute, prior to filing the same, by 

depositing a copy thereof, postage prepaid, In the Uni~ed 

States Mail, properly addressed upon: 

Robert S. Bomar,'Esq. 
Senior Assistant AttorJey General 
132 State Judicial Building 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

J. Michael Davis 
Assistant Attorney General 
132 State Judicial Building 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

Th " 7,/-Id f ':.1 Iv." ~8Q1I S q<.., "ay 0 .L/--:.':..-'.E=--'.r--:,,-,___, J. ':f' .. • 

( { 

/ 

, john Clav/Sblnrad
~ '-I • 

, i 
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RECEIVED 

JUL :! 4 1389 

BEFORE THE 
GEORGIA BOARD OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

STATE OF GEORGIA 

§ 
IN RE: ITT RAYONIER, INC. § Record No. DNR-EPD-WQ-AH 9-89 

§ 
§ 

PETI'1'!ONER'S RESPONSE TO ~!QN FOR SUMMARY DETEHMIBAT!Q8 

ltCOMES NOW ITT Rayonier, LIc., (hereinafter "Petitioner ) 

and responds to the Motion of the Diractor 6f th~ Environmental 

Protection Division of . the' De:;>artment of Natural Resources of 

.the State of Georgia (the "Director") for Summary 

Determination, pursuant to Rules 391.-3-1-.16 and 391-3-1-.17, 

as follows: 

Introduction 

In his Motion for Summary' Determination, the Director sets 

forth t;1!ee arguments. First,' the Director contends that his 

action in listing the Altamaha Ri'ler and Petitioner's fac~lity 

\under S;::ction 304(1) oEthe Clean Water Act (the "Act: .. ), 33 

,~, ':l " ._.1 ( '. ) " b ' U ••S C , J ----- - I lS not: ~:!Vl2.:.,a""~= .. ; Second, the Director 

argues even is 

is not adversely' af~9ctad Os the 


lis ng, and the·reroI:: l::!C:~s s-: ing to bring this action~ 


Finally, the Director argues thit Petitioner will not be 


http:391-3-1-.17
http:391.-3-1-.16


aggrieved or adversely affected until, such time as a draft 

NPDES permi t is issued, and therefore Peti tioner should wai t 

until that time to challenge the Director's actions. As set 

"forth below, each of these arguments fails, and the motion 

should be denied. 

Argument and Citations of Authorjty 

A. 	 The Director's Motion Fails to Conform to the Rules 
Governing Motions for Summary Determination and Should 
Be Dismissed. 

At the out~et, Petition~r notes that the Director has 

wholly failed to abide by the rules governing motions for 

summary determination. Rule 391-1-2-.15{1) provides, in 

pertinent part, that 

Any party may move, based on supporting 
affidavits or othe!.' probative evidenc2, for 
summary dete rmina t i on in its favor upon any of 
the issues being adjudicated on the" basis that 
there is no genuine issue of material fact for 
determination.,,~ There shall be included in the 
motion or annexed thereto a short and concise 
statement of each of the material facts as to 
which the moving party contends there is no 
genuine issue for determination. 

The Director has failed t'.J include a statement of each of 

the material facts as to wh~ch he contends there is no genuine 

issue for determination and the motion is therefor~JI 

defective. Nevertheless. P9titioner has attempted, in an, 

effort to comply with 'Rule 391.:..1-2-.16(2)}" to state those 

material facts which it be!iegas are in dispu~e. (A statement 

of material facts in dispute is filed herewith.) 

~ 

"-.£,. 



The requirement of a statement of undisputed material facts 

is not just a formality; it is an integral portion of a Motion 

For Summary Determination. Without it; bOt3 the Petitioner and 

the Administrative Law Judge must spec'Ulat~3s to ";.ihich facts 

;)i rector is relying on in 3upport hi:s mo t i 'J n , and 

thera!ore·cannot address the central issue of whether there ara 

matari31 issues of fact in dispute. 

motion should be dismissed. 

3. 	 The Listi::1g of the Al 3mana ~:"le!: 3nd ?':?:::'':::'Jner's 
Facility on the 304{1) L 3ts :'5 3:'- ,'\I:;t:'on.'~h::;:1 :1a"U" 3,-,= 
Challenged by Petitioner. 

The Director's . first argument of 

construction. He argues that, when ~3a~ together, O,C.G.~. 

§§ 12-5-43(a) and12-2-2(c) permit ?etit:2ner to eha ~~g2 Del? 

administrative orders issued by the Dir2c'::cr or those actions 

of the Director !;.ihich deal with peI':TI1:::: or variances. 

'argument fails 

promulgated by the Depar~~ent of Natu~3l ~asourcss. 

T~: e 	 1 :; n quag .~ :) i ()"' -: "G....~ • B§ _ .: -- 5 - _~_ .3 ~~ 3 

CQu::':i 	 '::l23:C'~r : 

-..- .... 

........ ,-{ _',
net limi t ".4 	 act ions 0 r: 'J ~ _':-:- _ .: 

be challenged; .c3ther, they requi:a t~1.": ,; peti:::iy:1-':= m:.:s:: D,:: 



.. . 
T~aggrieved or adversely affect by the order or aCl.l0n. ... ... 

that threshold is met, the orde: or action maybe challenged. 

A mor9 res~rictive reading 'is cont:ar? to the clear language of 

t!1e st3.tuts, and drastical17 limits a person's ability to 

obtain review of many significant ac~icns of the Director. Had 

the legislature wanted to 11m:: cna::enges to the few that the 

Di: c:r ;3rgues3re permiss:':i::la', i": c8uld ;~asil:r ha7e done so, 

die not. . Thus, the ;)i rect::- "3 st3cutory c::::nst::uc·tion 

a::;ument :':3:1:3. 

Analysis ot the rule of t~e G~0~1~! :e~art~ent of National 

I'U.:tner demons;:.ratesthat ti:e ::::i.:::.?;c:>:'.:: ar]urnent :'.3 without 

merit. That rule provides tja: a he3rLlg' :na;! be he ::::: befon: 

~~e Admiais~r3tive Law Judge C22S0ns. \ .i. ; when 

;:=1.':: Direct.cr seeks the irnposi::icn 0:: c::·lil pEnalties, :.2) if 3 

pe t or lic2nse is granted 0': denied the., Directo':", (3) if 

a, 3mended, modified or 

:1ctions, 

- , , 
,-~ ,::UCles ~ ;: i .-.: i 1ege s "':' :;::~:: _ ::;Xl."l. 

to be det,2'c~i;led by DNR a.Et:~r ar: OPpo[~ljni:ty fer a 
ar:ng, atl"!J- gerson 3t;S::-:i;3 1,ted. 0: aQ'!{s:'322.:r ,3ff~.c-: 

thereby may file a writt2n petition for a hearing with 
the Clerk. (emphasis added) 

-~-
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Under the Di rector' s narrow view of wha't actions may be 

challenged, there would be no point >for a rule governing "All 

Otfl.er Actions," Subparagraphs ( .1; I (2) and address 

administrative orders seeking penaltiss and '3 11 . rna t t e r 5 

relating to permits or licenses, wou encompass 311 of those 

mattsrs which the Director now asserts are appealabla. It i:::; a 

general rule of statutory construction 'that a protrision 'olill 

not be construed as mere sur?:usage un:::i.ess !lO 

construction 1:3 reasonably possibl';:!. 

Smith, 121 Ga. App. 117, 173 S.E.2d 225 {19 7 0) , 

a s tat u t s must· be reviewed to 

harmonize all parts 

construction should apply here. is presumed that the 

statute to be without meaning. 

v. 	 Blackmon, 12g Ga. App, 342, 199 S.~.2d 53: (1973 

Applying t:tis principle of const:'Licti'.Jn. i': ~ecJmes :a,==dily 

..!. • ! /.j ,, . .'Lna 1'1 .:.. '
£nus t cover 0 rder.s 1 notices or act Ln1s ol:jer ti1':nthos·~ 'xhich 

Girac~or:5 a~sumen~ '.:: .:.:: .:3::: S 

dealing '.>lith germits and variances :n2'~ be apP2aL:!d. ".?'Jf thi.s 

http:const:'Licti'.Jn


reason as well, the argument that Petitioner is not entit:ed to 

chal::'enge the listing of Petitioner's facility on the 304(1) 

lists should be rejected. 

c. 	 P9titioner Has 3een Asg:ieved or Adversely Affectsd by 
t?1e Director's :~.c-:iGn-:'isting the Al-tamana Ri'l2!" and 
Petitioner's F~cilit7 cn the 304(1) List3. 

a.C.G.A. § 12-2-2{c)(J) St3tSS that: 

P~rsons are "':iggriB'T.::ri ot" adversely aifected~ 

c-Jhere the challenged action has caused or will cause 
them injury in fact ~nd ~a8r~ the injuT7 
i n t 2 r :.:; s t '<1 i t h i n the zcne c:::'nt2!:":~st3 to be ;':>fotect2d 
O~ r~qulated by t~e 5t~t~t9S tbat the di:2ctor ~s 
e!npGw~red to admini St2!" at'.G'?::.:Co.r2e. 

"aggrieved" has been the person 

agenc7 jecision that h~s been 3?2cially ·and adve~3ely aft~cted 

ther2by. Georgia PQWP. r. Co.· ". Camoaiqn ·3 PrOSiJerous 

Geor.al3, :2 5 5 Ga. 253, , ....., ! 
-....,~ I 

....,.~ .
~ ...; 0 (19.35). The fact 

Co, ! ?:d 

!,Q'"'''\\ 
't', __ I wi j j1102, 

the ~~~~c~~r's action. 

.;-.

identify Petitioner's f3Cil~t7 iihe finds that t~2 facility is 

a specific point source discharging a to~ic pollut3nt which he 



believes is preventing or impairing the attainment of a water 

quality standard. 33 U.S.C. § 13l4(1)(1)(C). 

After a determination is ~ade that a facility is a specific 

point source, § 304(1)(1)(D) of the Act requires that the 

Director establish an indi"!idual control strategy ("IeS"') for 

each such facility. The atatute requires the Director to 

fashion an ICS which will produce a reduction in the diacharge 

of toxic pollutants' such t~1at the body of :'Iater icent:tied en 

the list will achieve the applicabla water quali~y standard as 

soon as possible. 

The Director i.dent i -E i eG fac:'lity on the 

§ 304(1) lists ·and publisheG .3n res for ?-etiticner's facili 

It reads as follows: 

Notify company a:;c issue dra:: perm:': ?rior to 
June 4, 1989. Init:iata EMP's for C~lO!ln.e and TS.s 
reductions, and assiqn water qu!lity bO,sed. .. perr:'i,l: 
limit for protection f:~m EPA's 10 6 human nea~ch rlS~ 
level (M 000013' ng/l). ::tequira each mill t:o meet 
June 4; 1992. Upon completion of the fish 
.::lampl i.:1g/testing protoc8 =- I !'.lr:ner ':lqnt2n the permi: 
:imit filers levels 0: :::":-::,::r.in in fL:;h t.i3sue3::r.ceed 2:5 

t. 

(~ Peti cion of I'!'T Rayl)n:i.~r, Inc. I Z:.;:hibi t i\! .-'\ddendum, p. 1.) 

'-' .. .'"~ 

imp ,::ment les 3at 

t water quality 2,3,;,3-TCDD· can 



achieved. We submit that a $123,000,000 expenditure 

constitutes an adverse effect on thi~ Pe~itionei. Moreover, it 

is unclear that Petitioner can meeb certain product 

specifications it eliminates the use of chlorine from its 

pulping. 

Petitioner challenging the Director's decision to 

inc lude ;:he Ali: amaha Ri yer and Pet i tioner 's f aci 1 i ty on the 

"§ 304(2) 1.15 ... ... 5. :iad they not been included, an leS would not 

have been r equ i.r an res :..vere not required, Petitioner 

would not be r ::~eQ t:J i!"lcur these costs, or face no longer 

being able to pccduce many of . the products it now makes. There 

can therefore li tt2.e question that the listing threatens 

Petitioner with an injury in fact, ~ithin the zarie of interests 

regulated 01 a 5t3tute that the Direct~r is empower2d to 

administer and enforce. o . C . G •• ~ . § 12 - 2 - 2 (c)( 3) • As sucb, 

Petitioner is an aggrieved or adversely affected party, with 

standing to raise the issues set forth in the Petition. For 

this reason as ~ell. the Ji-ector'~ motion should be deni 

D.· If P9ti:ioner Is Unable To Appeal Until Its NPDES 
?ermi!:: 1::3 Issued, It Will Losa7he Abilit:: To 

allanga Sign !ic3nt Actions of the Director 
Soncarning The 304(1) Listing Whic~ Have A Substantial 
Impact Cn Petitioner. ~ 

3I;!UeS tl1at C3n be no eiBa::: 

, . 
38 ?gt~:::oner 1.l1.!..!. be· 3gg:ri~?ed or 

adversely harmed until suc~ time as i modified NFDES permit is 

issued. The Director then suggests that Petitioner reserve its 

-3



appeal until the permit is issued, rather than challenging the 

actions of the Director concerning the 304(1) lists. 

The Director is incorrect when he asserts that no separate 

and distinct harm cernes to Petitioner as a result of the 304(:) 

listing. Most .signi:ic3 :y, Petitioner 15 unabL= 

,.! .... .challenge t:-te .-,-s ... lng, Ped. t ioner ma:r lese i tsopportunit.:r :: Q 

contest the ~~ter quality standard for 2.3,7,S-TC~D; which ~as 

adopted b~ the ~ir9c~or when he published tje IeS. rn 

addition ~o the many substantive challenges asserted concerning 

issues ragariing ?~GCedUr3_ aspects of t~e 304(1) list~~gJ 

including ~u8s~ions rega i~g the Director's compliance w::~ 

the not::;.c:e .::,n.C Gcmrnent requi:-emel1C3 under the AdministraL.. "2 

Procedure ;;"c: . SeC. 2.1: Petitioner 15 

not allowed ':J pursue its challen:;e to the Director's actions 

concerning:~le -:O.d(l\..... ... - I 3 modified permit is 

issued, lose i t.s abili~y to contest :::ase procedural anc 

Second. liit9c on imposes 3 

substanti3 

. . . . . 
,::':",.~"; :,.=:-qe .:.~npec:~:s 

."'_..!.. -.~ 
·..1<:3.:... ;::;.:. .. - ...,.. ... . 

. . . b" . 
S:;~~~:0~ su JeG~B to 

nc 3i::~8ndant ~e~at ~s public ty 



?etitione~ is entitled to an opportunity to dhallenge that 

finding. 

Fi:lall:r, as set forth above, Jnce a facility is identified 

as a point source on the 304(1) list, an individual control 

3t=at2q~ must be implemented. The Clean Water Act sets stric~ 

time csa.dl:i18S for compliance wi::!1 the applicable water. quality 

standar 33 U.S.C. § 1314(1){l)(D). Implementation of many 

measures c.yhicn be . required if . Petitioner 

:'3maitlS i)[! the 304(1) list must begin soon. If Petitioner is 

... ;aC<...:..cn, it will be required to 

to deC3rmine it must continue to 

and possibly unnecessary measures 

the individual control strategy. This is 

Foe tjese reasons; ti1~ Dl.:r.ector' S 

3:cgume;::t that ?etitiom::: THill not be aggrieved or adversely 

;Jff::ct:::c until such time as a modified NPDES permit is issued 

should be reject2d. 

1":1>2 "0irec':ar' s moti:;n suffe:::-s fr-om procedural fl·3WS which 

the 

!3t:~g constitutes 

an inju:::.' se?'3::'3':9 ~nd 3?art f:;::om .that '",hieh flows f:-:Jm the 

-lO



issuance of a NPDES permit. For all of these reasons, 

Petitioner respectfully requests that the motion be denied. 

Respectfully submit~ed, 

William H. Kitchens 

ARNALL GCLDEN & GREGeR:! 
55 ?ark~l~ce. Su~ta ~00 
At 1ant a f Ge Q r g i a :3 i}3 '"::; 

(404) 57;-::00 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I do hereby certify that I have this day serv~d the within 

and foregoing Petitioner's Response to Motion for Summary 

DP.termination, prior '::0 filing the same, by depositing a copy 

thereof, postage pr'::n;?aic, in the United States Mail, . properly 

'3ddressed upon: 

Robert S. Bomar, Esq. 
Senior Assistant Attorney General 
13~ Stats Judicial Building 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

J. Michael Davis 
Assistant Attorney General 
132 Stat2 Cudicial Building 
~tlantaJ Georgia. 30334 

,..,f. 

"'-=-_"_" day of 
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2. 


ITT Rayonier owns a pulp mill in Jesup, Georgia. That mill ~Nas 

recently identified by the Director of the Georgia Depa~tment of 

Nat".lral Resources on a list he issued pursuant to § 304(1) of the 

Clean water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1314(1). 

Also included in that listing was an individual centrel strategy 

("!CS") for the Jesup Mill. The purpose ':i t~e res is to reduce t~:s 

amount of 2,3,7 I a-TeDD which ITT Rayonier ,:.i.scharges into ':~e 

Altamaha River from its Jesup mill. 

The res provides that best man~geme~t practices be i~1tiated in 

order to reduce levels for chlorine and::;r total suspendedsc':'ic.s. 

ITT Rayonier currantly estimates that pur=~2sing and installins ~~e 

equipment required to implement the best management practi'::as (3?-fP) 

set forth in the res will cost ITT Rayonie:;:', Inc. approximately 

$123,000,000.00. The estimate is based on technology similar to 

tha t .1. t:amizad in the emersency r..xle amenc.::"r:.g Georgia De!,Jart::lent of· 

Nat".lral Resources Rule 391-3-6-,03 (5) (d) '.>ihieh was issued on June 

30, 1989. 

_.
-


effgct a reducti~n in 2,:,7,3-TCDD suc~ 

efiluent standard required to meet the ;;j:::.::~= QuaIlty St::L'1da . .:..~:: se"':: 

forth in the res, .000013 ng/L. 

-2
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6. 


The impact of the BMP changes on product quality and the ability 

of the plant to preduc~ many of t~e products it .new manufactures is 

alse unknown but of serious ~oncarn. 

'7, . 
Chlorine bleaching of ~ccd pulp is believed to be t~e source of 

the traces of 2,3,7;8 TeDD found in the plant's effluent. Should 

application of BMP fail ,to acnieve the ,necessarj discharge limits, 

elimination of chlorine all ''::::gether may be required and technology 

does net currently exist to ?=oduoe a large number of the planta 

products ·..,i thout chlorine. ,:':.::~~:=r:ncr= development of such 

technology may not be succes5~ul and even if successful is a 

'multiyear process. T~e 3041 :isting imposes a deadline for 

campI lance that does not :?er'Jl2.': 'the ;"191;" technr.Jlcgy development 

described above. 

8. 

Were it not for the individual control strategy required by the 

Director I ITT Ra,Yoniar! Inc.' -llould not be req:uired to spend the 

anticipated $123,000,000.00 and make process changes that jeopardize 

the plantls ability t.o make salaable product. 30th of these 

cons~ituta a potential injury in fact to ITT Rayonier, Inc. 

-'3

http:123,000,000.00


FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT. 


Dana B. Dolloff 

Sw,':lrn to and subscribed 
. .J.. 

before me this~2/s! day 
.,r"') 

:.,I ,/;of .-:=::= z.:::_t.? 1989. 
~- . /) 

I 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

My Co~~ission Expires: ) 

":4
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IN 	THE uNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR '!'HE DISTRIcr OF COWMBU, 

) 

~RONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND and ) 


, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, ) 

) 


Plaintiffs, ) 

) 	 Civil Action No. 85-0973 

v. 	 ) 
) (Judge Joyce Hens Green) 


LEE K. THOMAS, ADMINISTRATOR, ) 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL. ) 

PROTECTION AGENCY, et 211., ) 


)
\ 	 )Defendants. 

-------------------------------) 
CONSENT DECREE 


~ Introduction 


1. Plaintiffs Environmental Defense Fund and National 

Wildlife Federation filed their Complaint in this action on March 

25, 1985, and filed an Amended Complaint .on June 6, 1985. The 

Chemical Manufacturers Association was subsequently permitted by 

this Court to intervene as a party-defendant. By an opinion and 
-order dated March 30, 1987, amended on April 14, 1987, this Court 

granted defendants' motion for partial sUlIUIlary judgment with 

respect to Counts II - IX of plaintiffs' Amended Complaint. 

2. This Decree is enterad for the exclusive purpose of 

compromising and settling Count I of 'the above-referenced action. 

There has not ceen a trial on any issue of fact or law with respect 

to Count I of this case. Therefore I in entering into this Decree I' 

the parties take no position with respect to any issue of fact or 

law pertaining to Count I. However, the parties wish to settle the 

- 1 



~. to plaintiff National Wildlife Federation: 

Mark Van Putten 

National Wildlife Federation 

802 Monroe 

Ann Arbor., Mi;chigan 48104 


6. This Decree shall apply to and be binding upon the 

parties to this action, and upon the officers, successors, 

agents, employees and assiqnsof the parties. 

~ Definitions 

The following terms used in this Consent Decree shall be 

defined as follows: 

7. "Days" means calendar days. 

8. "EPA" or the "Agency" means defendant Lee M. Thomas in 

his capacity as Administrator of the U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency and any successors to that position or to any 

other position having authority to administer 15 U.S.C. section 2601 

-
to 262.9. 

9. "PHDDs/PHDFs· means polyhalogenated dibenzo-p-dioxins 

and.poll':halogenated dibenzofurans having chlorine and/or bromine 

atoms in positio·,·~s 2,3,7,8 and up to three additional positions. 

10.. "'PCDDs/PCDFs" means pplyt:hlorinatad dibenzo-p-dioxins 

and polychlorinated dibenzofurans having chlorine atoms in 

positions 2,3,7,8 and up to thrae additional positions. 

11. "Hospital incineratcrs~ ~eans incineratcrsj other 

than general purpose municipal '.<!lasts incinerators ,that burn 

exclusively or predominantly wastes from hospitals. 

,.... 3 



plaintiffs shall include a statement of the steps the 

Agency,will take to obtain adequate data and a schedule, 

not 	to exceed 365, days, for obtainiDq the data. , Within 

180 days of receipt of such data, EPA will take one of 

the 	actions set forth in subparagraphs (A) or (8) of 

this 	paragraph. 

(i) 	 The schedule referred to in subparagraph (C) of 

this paragraph may be extended by agreement of the 
. 	 , 

parties upon good cause shown by EPA. Plaintiffs, 
.shall not unreasonably withhold their consent to such 

extension. If the plaintiffs and EPA are unable to 

agree wi~~ respect to such extension, the issue shall 

be referred to the Court for resolution. 

16. Within'S4S days of the date of the Ag~ncy's 

notifica~ion to plantiffs that EPA has cOlDlDeDCed a risk 

assessment for a chemical under paragraph lS(A) of this Decree, 

EPA will take one of the following actions with respect to each 

of the m·attars considered in the risk assesSllent and ,will notify 

the plaintiffs in writing of same: 

(A) 	 publish a proposed rule in the Federal Register 

controlling contamination of PHOOs/PBDFs in that 

cne!llical ~ Such Fftderal Register notice of propos'ed 

'r!.llem~king 	shall include a statement that the Agency 

~ill use its best efforts ei~~er to promulgate ,that rule 

in final fcr.n or to withdraw 't...~e proposed rule by a 

- 5 



(D) 	 refer some or all of the .atters at issue in the·risk 

assessment to another agency pursuant to section 9 of 

TSCA, 15 U.S.C. section 2610. 

lYa.. 	 Effluent. §ludges • .o.ml Products .f..t.a Bleached ~ Mills. 

17. On or before April 30, 1989, with respect to sludge, 


effluent, and products made from pulp produced at the mills 


. covered by the U.S. EPA/Paper Industry Cooperative Dioxin Study, 

EPA will take one or more of the following actions and will 

notify the plaint1ffs in writing of same: 
\ 

(A) 	 commence a multiple pathway risk assessment considering 

sludges, water effluent, and products made from pulp 

produced at such mills (such an assessment shall 

consider both occupational and nonoccupational risks, 

including but not limited to risks to aquatic org-anisms 

and from consumption the~aof by wildlife and humans); 

(B) 	 establish a date (to be not more than 365 days after 

_	the dat.e of the notice to plaintiffs of the 

commencement of the risk assessment) by which.EPA will 

t:a~(e cne of the foll'owing actions ..... it.'l respect to each 

of the matters considered in the risk assessment and 

notify plaintiffs .in writing of the same: 

EITH'j:'F. 

adept a schedule not to exceed 365 days in duration 

to propose regulations in the Federal Ragister 

addressing the contamination of PHDDs/PHDFs in water 

- 7 



issue to another agency pursuant to section 9 of 

TSCA, 15 U.S.C. section 2610: 

(a) 	 During the 180-day period described in \ 

subparagraph (B)(ii) ot this paragraph, EPA 

reserves the right to deteraine not to make such 

a referral with regard to a particular matter, 

'and 	instead to take action in accord with 

subparagraph (8)(i), (8) (iii), or (8) (iv) ,with 
I 

respect to that matter. 
\ 

(b) 	 Unless EPA makes a determi.nation pursuant to 

subparagraph (B) (ii) (a) of this paragraph, EPA 

shall refer some or all of the matters at 

lssue to another agency pursuant to section 9 

of TSCA, 15 U.S.C. section 2610, in accordance 

'with 	the schedule stated in tbe Agency's 


notification to the plainti,tfs.· 


OR 


(lii) 	determine not to propose such requlations or make 

such refarrals; the Agency's written notification 

thereot to plaintiffs shall be signed by the 

Assistant Administrator having jurisdict;ion over 

such detarminationand shall include a statement of 

~~e basis for that determination (such a 

determination shall constitute final agency action): 

- 9 



a guideline and standard, the schedule·must reflect the. time 

needed to gather that additional information. This provision 

may be cited for p~rposes of evaluating -good cause- within the 

meaning of Paragraph 17 of this Consent Decree. 

~ Permitting strategy ~ Effluent ~ Bleached Pulp Mills 

19. On or before April 30, 1990.' EPA wUl take the 

following action with respect to effluent froB pulp mills covered 

by the u.s. EPA/Paper Industry cooperative Dioxin Study: 

-EPA will issue guidance to NPDES permit writers 
\ 	 regarding the dev!lopment of PHDD/PBDF effluent limits 

for such mills. Such guidance shall address ~~e permit 

issuance process and shall include a discussion of 

scheduling of and if feasible target dates for permit 

issuance. 
\ 

Plaintiffs and EPA agree that their 

representatives will meet prior to the issuance of such 

guidance, and that EPA will consider including in the 

guidance a provision that recommends sampling of fish 

_downstream 	from such mills where effluent levels of 

PHDDs/PHDFs ~ay be below limits of detection. EPA~ill 

make available to plaintiffs draft gnidance and will 

provide plaintiffs wi~~ a reasonable opportunity to 

submi~ comments befora the quidance is ~ade final. EPA 

agrees to hold one or ~ore meetings ~~t~een 

represantatives of ~~e Agency and plaintiffs! upon the 

r~ascna.bla r-;;:quest of plai~tiffs, for -!"he purpcse ot . 

exchanging facts and other information related to EPA!s 

- 11 



incinerators, and available technologies for control of. such·. 

emissions. 

22. By Karch 31, 1989, EPA will issue a study of operating 

procedures for hospital incinerators describing available 

l1teratureregarding charging, start-up and shut-down procedures, 

JDonitoring,maintenance, .and proper handling of ash. 

23. EPA does not make any representation that the studies 

described in paragraphs 21 and 22 will be final agency action, or 

that EPA is committed to take any requlatory action of the basis 
l 

of these studies. 

VIII. Municipal Waste Incinerators 

24(A) The parties acknowledge that EPA has, previously 

published an Advanced Notice of Proposed, Rulemaking, 52 

Fed. Reg. 25406 (1987), in which the Agency stated that 

it intends (i) hy November 1989 to propose both a New. 

Source Performance Standard ("NSPS") unde~ Clean Air Act 

Section 111 for new or modified municipal waste 

-incinerators, 	and regulations and proceduras (hereafter, 

"Guidelines") under Clean Air Act Section 111(d) for the 

states' submittal of plans establishing standards of 

performance for existing municipal vaste incinerators, 

and (ii) by December 1990 to promulqate final NSPS and 

Guidelines. EPA currently expects to pr~ceed according 

to ~~e schedule stated in the Advanced Nctic~ of 

Proposed Rulemaking. 

- 13 



Ru~emaking referred to in paragraph 24 of this Decree for the 

purpose of exchanging facts and other· infol"'JDation related to 

EPA's development of the NSPS and Guidelines. 

(A), Such meetings will be held at the IlUtual convenience of 

plaintiffs·and .ot EPA either in Durham, North Carolina, 

or Washington, D.C. 

(B) In the course ot developing the Notice of Proposed 

Rulemaking, EPA will make available to pl~in~iffs draft 

.documents, which (in final form) will be entered into 
\ 

the rulemakingdocket, not including any draft of the 

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. Before finalizing those 

documents provided to plaintiffs pursuant to this 

paragraph, EPA will provide plaintiffs with a 

reasonable opportunity to submit comments on those 

documents. 
-

eC} This Consent Decree does not obligate EPA to provide 

plaintiffs with any documents that are deliberative 

- or tnat EPA could otherwise validly decline to disclose . . 

under the Freedom of Information Act. Any such 

docllonents or portions thereoi!·which EPA could 

validly decline to disclos2 under ~~e Freedom of 

Infor::oation Act, ~'1at EPA nonsthel·ess provides to 

plaintiffs under this paragraph shall be made 

available to plaintiffs solely" for t~eir revie¥ 

pursuant to this consent Cecree. 
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pending EPA's performance of the actions specified in this 


Decree. 


'29. Failure by EPA to perform any or all of the actions, 

other than those qualified by inclusion of the proviso that the 

Agency shall use its "best efforts" with respect to that 

action, shall be subject, upon proper motion by plaintiffs, to 

proceedings under this. Decree to compel such actions. 

30. With respect to actions qualified by inclusion of the 

. proviso that the Agency shall use its "best efforts" with respect 
\ 

to that action, failure by EPA to perform any or all such actions 

by ~he dates specified herein shall not be subject to. proceedings 

. under this Decree to compel such actions. However, if EPA does 

not perform any such action by the specified date, EPA shall 

supply the plaintiffs with a short report indicating EPA's 

expected date lor completing the action and the reasons for the 

delay. Nothing.' in this Consent. Decree shall be construed 

either to waive or otherwise affect any arquDentthat plaintiffs 

may have.that any report submitted pursuant to this paragraph 
. . \ 

will constitute final agency action, or to waive or otherwise 


affect any defense that EPA may have to such an ar~~ent. 


3i. The parties ~o not intend by ~~is Consent teerae to 


conCede this Court's future subj:::c-t ~atter jurisdiction to 


revieW' the content of the notic.as or stUdies cescril:::ed herein, 


. except insofar as necessary to detarJ1ine whether t..~osa 'notices or 

studies have discharged EPA's obligations under this C~cree. 

- ,.., - , 

http:notic.as


,. 35. This Court retains jurisdiction over the parties to 

this Consent Decree to enforce compliance with its terms, to 

construe the Consent Decree, and to resolve disputes as may be 

necessary ~r appropriate tor the construction or execution of 

this Decree. Any modification of this Consent Decree must be in 

writing and approved by the Court. 

36. This Consent Decree in no way affects or relieves EPA 

of any responsibility to comply with any other Federal law or 

re~irement with respect to.any PHDD/PHDF•. .. 
37. The. schedules contained in this Cor~ent Decree are 

agreed upon by the parties for the sole purpose of settling this 

litiqation with respect to Count I of the conplaint (seeking de 

novo review under TSCA) • Plaintiffs I agreement to this Decree 

. sha~l not be construed in any way to suggest that plaintiffs 

believe that it i~ optimal from a public policy standpoint for 

EPA to take the full amount of time provided in the schedules 

contained herein. Rather, ~~ese schedules reflect enforceable 

timetabfes agreed ~pon to achieve settlement of this matter. 

38. Notvithstanding the provisions of paragraph 2 of this 

Consent Oecre~, L,e existence of this C~cree and the schedules 

provided pereinmay be referenced by any party to this Decree or 

by any other person in any litigation or 'administrative 

proceeding that pertains to or involves any of the actions 

referred to herein. 

39. The parties desire to discuss further any claims 

plaintiffs may have for an award of fees or costs pursuant to 

.- 19 
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Respectfully 

150 

=----'~~:___;_--+-r-~. .~?"l) 11~ 
• Scbweige 

\ i sident 

National wildlife Federation 

-1400 16th street, NW 

Washington, DC 20036 

(202) 797-6800 

1IhKtl.v"u"(,,-(-clUJ/.,..J:) 'C I.. Z2. 11..:' 
Hark Van Putten ~ ".,..., 

Counsel for Plaintiff . 


. National Wildlife Federation 

802 Monroe 

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104 

(31.3) -769-3351 . 

" 

-~\~q :\ (~~ --.~ ~)\.. ''\;;..~S t':,.·"«"~
Fred R. Dishe:r;oon . \ I ' " 

Special Litigation Counsel " " 

u.s. Department of "Justice 

Land and Natural Resources Division 

P.O .. Box 7393 

Washington, D.C. 20044 

(202) 633-2672///u
. .. . lJ.....J !. \ ..~ .l;). ,Icd, i,.;
Off~ce of General ounsel 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

401 M street, SW(LE-l.32P) 

Washington, D.C. 20460 

(202) 382-7213 
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205 Butler ,Street. S.E. SUite 1~:;:' . .l.r'anr.:a. Georg!a ]033":' 
•. 	i..!O"ard I.fODtrt,r, C.;;m...... u,o,." 

.t().C·6S6·JSOO 

!'lay 23. 1989 

Mr. Greer C. Tidwell 
Regional Administrator 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IV 
345 Courtland Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 30365 

ReI Section 304(1) Lists 

Dear Mr. Tidwell, 

This is in response to your April 7. 1989,letter of preliminary comments 
concerning Georgia's Section 304(1) lists and t~e more recent April 20, 1989 
and May 8, 1989 letters on dioxin. AlIo, receipt is acknowledged of Mike 
McChee's May 8, 1989 letter on the Toxics Release Inventory. EPA has requested 
the State to perform additional screening to supplement Georgia'lI January 23, 
1989 report. 

The Georgia lists '\Jere submitted to your agency on January 23, 1989 
to comply with the February 4, 1989 Federal Clean W.ter Act mandate. The 
lists '\Jere developed in accordance with the Georgla Rule., and Regulations 
for Water Quality Control, specifically Rule. 391-3-6-.0) and .06, as well 
as all EPA materiall available at the time (EPA Gold Book, and Section 304(1) 
guidance materiall, etc.). The listings comply with Section 304(1) require
ments of the Federal Clean Water Act. 

The Georgia Rules were publicly reviewed through a series of six meetings 
and a public hearing in conjunction with the development or the Section 304(1) 
lis t ings. Notices for all individual control strategies or NPDES permits 
'\Jere published to sati!fy public notice reqUirements. F("'~' each Individua: 
control strategy, the Georgia DepArtment of NaturAL Resources· (DNR) iS8u~ci 
a. public ne..apaper ad, sent copies of the notice t.o all interested partie!! 
on the mailing list, and transmitted. an individual letter to each permittu 
involved. 

Afte!." re.viewing your agencY'!I preliminary C0tllll1ent8, only one item was 
identifie.d that requirl!d follow-up by DNR. Your tJater quality pet"!%!itting 
sec t ion ha.s requested addit ional data on Th01l1aston Mi 11s beyond the routin~ 
infot"!l"'...ation normally provided under the NPDES permit delegation. Attached 
is . th~ additional information on Tholll&ston Mills. that should allow you to 
finalize the review of Georgia' 8 January 23 t 1989 report. Georgia ON'R has 
not identified· any issue mentioned in your AprU 7 I 1989 letter that cannot 
be supported by the files. The four additional facilities being evaluated 
for potential listing· by your agency were already· covered in Georgia's 
screening during the development of the Section 304(1) Usts. Accordingly, 
these four facilities are not appropriate for inclusion on Georgia I s Section 
304(1) short list. . 



~r. Greer C. Tidwell 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Page 2 
May 23, 1989 

DNR also reviewed the preliminary comments provided in your letter for 
the individual control strategies of each of the facilities identified on 
the short list. Again, no revisions to the January 23, 1989 report were 
identified from· this review. Attachment No •. 1 provides a detailed project 
by project response to your preliminary comments. . 

In response to your April 20, 1989· and May 8, 1989 letters concerning 
the treatment of dioxin at pulp and P4per mills that employ chlorine bleaching, 
this will bring you ul> to date with our current plan.. DNR has requested 
the five bleached kraft pulp and paper mills in Georgia to. develop a uniform 
sampling/testing protocol for dioxin monitoring. Samples of representative 
game· fish and bottom feeding fish will be collected by an outside consultant 
from locations upstream and downstream of the wastewater discharges from 
these five mills. Samples· will also be collected for comparison from the 
Chattahoochee River below Atlanta and from the Oconee River below Athens, 
areas affected by urban activities but not by pulp mUla. Sample collection 
wi 11 take place between June and October of this year. Whole body samples 
as well as fish fillets will be analyzed for dioxin by an approved contract 
laboratory. Final· reports will be· submitted to DNR within 3 to 4 months 
following sample collection. 

DNR reviewed the March 15, 1989 National Final Guidance cn Section 304{l) 
Listing and Permitting of Pulp and Paper Mills that was. referenced by your 
April 20,· 1989 letter. Thil assessment hal concluded that all of the five 
facilities qualify a8 candidates for the "short list." An addendum to the 
Ifsho.rt list n is at tached to include the five Georgia bleach kraft pulp and 
paper milla. 

The n'ational guidance also requires the five pulp and paper mills to 
be identified on the Section 304(1) "long Ust. It . DNR has prepared the attached 
addendum to the ulong list" which identifies the· receivingwater:3 below 
three of Georgi;!'s five pulp and paper mills that use chlorine bleaching. 
The other two mills were listed on Georgia's previous Section 304( U "long 
list ll submittal. 

Th~ NPDES drait· permits for the five mills will be developed. prior to 
June 4, 1989. DNR will be recpenin~ the NPDES permit3 toassigll new water 
quality balled limit3 for dio::d.n and to recommend best management practices 
for chlorine minimization and total suspended soliciz reductions. r.,e !c~edule 

forccmpletion will bl! June 4~ 1992. If the fiah sampling results shew levels 
of dioxin· e:xc'1!~ding 2S ppt in the edible portions of the flesh. th::!D the 
permit will be reopened once again and the limit for dioxin made mere 
stringent. 

http:Ifsho.rt


'Mr. Greer C. Tidwell 
ij. S. Environmental Protection Agency 

,Page 3 
May 23 , 1989 

In summary. Ceorgia DNll has followed the national guidance for dioxin 
and has determined that all of the five bleached kraft pulp and paper mills 
qualify for identification on the short list. Fu:rthermore, Ceorgia DNll has 
es tablished a procedure or' strategy for control of dioxin to ensure no dis
charges in toxic amounts. This is consistent with the national guidance. 

With regard to the May 8. 1989 Toxics Release Inventory, DNR completed 
the screening· of the data as requested. The results indicate that there 
is not sufficient cause to list any 6f the dischargers or water bodies on 
the Section 304( 1) list beyond those previously identified by the Department. 
Several industriea, however, will be requested to perform additional biological 
and chelllical toxicity testing to confirm these conclusions. 

As . always t your comments are appreciated and we look forward to your 
approval. 

Sincerely, 

)d~~- ~-J~-" 
~~~~dbetter . 
Commiuioner 

JLLanjk 
Att.achment 

cc: Bruce R. Barrett 



.A1IDIUIDIIH 
laCTIc. 104(1)(1) - 'BOlT LIST 

Tble la a aube.t of tba loaa II.t_~'ch 14.Dtlflo. epeclflc pol.t .ou~c. d'.e"~I.r. of 5eC:lloa 101(.) cbealcal eoaetitueDte 10 toalc 
..ouBte aDd i4eott'!•• t .. emDUat of t~ poll.taDt tbat .ac••4e vat.~ .-alltJ .t....rd•• .ad tbe ,~opoe.4 ,"'v,''', co.t~o' etrat••I•• 
to produCo a ~8ductlOA IIlI tIN _t 0' t.e cu.le.l cOD.tlt_ata t ..t aro ."e"~••4. 

PROIU.rm ISSUIlS 

a..1D/Yater Bod, 

ALT.AiWIA 

Alta.aha aiver 
(2 mile.) 

Turtle IBver, 
AcadeDY Creek, and 
Brunswick III ver 
( .. 1111 lea) 

J..ocaUOC! 

DOlJllatre.a1l of 
ITT-I.yonler 
ill " ...up 
(GA (00)62(1) 

DOWllstreaQ of 
8run!llltc:k Pulp 
end Paper 
tn-Brun.wiek 
(GA OOO16S4) 

Clflterlll 
hlpac:tecl 

rllWl4. 'u Dar 
of Clwlalcal 
c.et I "MlDt 
DlocUr llted 

DloJLln .000012 

Dioxin .000011 

rere.Dta.e 
Over llat.r 
QllaUtJ ..aed_ 
r....1t Unit 

9S 

97 

Individu.1 Controi Strate,le. 

Nottfy eoapany and i~sue dr~ft per~I' 

prior to June 4, 1989. Initl.'e BMP' .. 
for chlorine and TSSreduetiona, .nd 
... lan w.ter qu.llty b ••ed pe.:.lt -It.tt 
for protection fro. tPA'. 10-6 hu..n 
be.ltb rlak level (.00001) naIl). 
lequire e.eh .111 to .eet by June 4. 
1992. Upon eo.pletlon of the fiah 
•••pllns/teatlns protoeo'. furlber 
tiabten the per.lt Il.i, where levels 
ot dioxiti in fl.h ti ••ue exceed 2S p,l. 

NotHy eoapslly .and buue draft penail 
prior to June 4, 1989. Inith'e BMP's 
for chlorine and TSS reductiona, and 
••• '&n water quality b.aed peralt Itait 
for protect ton fro. EPA'. 10.6 hu••n 
health rhk level (.OOOOll na/'). 
Require e.ch .ill to meet by June 4. 
1992. Upon coapletion of th" fi.h 
•••pllnl!,/leBtin& protocol, furlhe': 
tillhten the per.it lI.1t ",here lev.. h 
of dioxin in t'~h tl.aue eMceed 2~ ppt. 
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Flint River 
C2 IIIU.. ) 

SAVAtWAII 

Savannah Illver 
(2 _Uu) 
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Nonh IUver 
(2aHu) 

Do_atre_ of 
Proct.r ~ G••bl. 
Celluloa. Co. 
In 0lliethol"pe 
(GA 0049))6) 

Dioxin .000001 91 

<Dow.treallA of 
rederal Paper 
In Allgu8£a 
«('.A 0002801)' 

Board 
Dlokin .000004 88 

Dowstr.a. of 
GI lilian Paper Co_ 
in St. Harya 
(GA 000195l) 

Dlokln .000002 98 

Notify co.pany and I ••ue draft p.r.lt 
prior to June 4, 1'J89. Inttlille aMP' .. 
for chlorine and TSS reduction., .nd 
••• I&n water quality b••ed peralt 
Iialt tOI" protection frOD EPA'. 10-b 
huun health rhk level Loooon ng/O. 
lIequil"e each alii to .eet by June 4, 
1992. Upon coaplellon of the fl.h 
•••p1ins/te.tlnl pl"otocol. furthel" 
tiahten the pera" Itait where leve 1M 
of dlokln In fl.h tl.aue ~kceed 25 ppl_ 

Notify cOlllpany and I ••ue draft peralt 
prior to June 4, 1989. Inhlate IMP'. 
for chlol"ine and TSS redllction., and 
a•• lgn water quality b••ed per.lt 
11.lt for protectlon fro. EPA'. 10-6 
hu••n he.lth rhk level (.oooon nll/l). 
Require each alii to .eet by June 4, 
1992. Upon'coapletlon of the 'I.h 
•••pllnl/t•• ttn& protocol. further 
tighten the per.lt 11.lt where level. 
of dlokln in fl.h tl ••lle exceed 25 ppl. 

Notify coapany and i ••ue draft per~lt 
prior to June 4, 1989. Initiate IMP'. 
for chlodne and TSS reduct Ion., .nd 
a•• 'an water quality baaed perait 
11.lt for protection frOD EPA'. 10-6 
hu..n he.lth rl.k level (.OOOOll naIl). 
Require each alii to Deet by June 4, 
,1992. Upon coapletlon of ,the nah 
.aaplinl/leU Ing protocol. further 
tighten Ihe pe.-.it. 11.1t Where level .. 
rif dlukln In tl.~ 11 ...ue ekcecd ZS ppt. 
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ITT Rayonier Inc. 

Research Center 
409 E. Harvard Avenue 
Shelton, Washington 98584 

, Telephone (206) 426·4461, 

'August 1, 1989 

CERTIFIED MAIL 

Mr. Noltbn G. Johnson 
Assistant Chief 
water Protection Branch 
Environmental Protection Division, 
G~orgia Dept. of Natural Resources 
205 Butler Street, SE 
Atlanta, GA 30334 

Re: NPDES Permit No. GA 0003620 

ITT Rayonier appreciates the opportunity to comment on the July 
16th, and July 19th letters to Mr. Jack C. Dozier from Mr. John 
T. Marlar, Chief Facilities Performance Branch water Management 
~ivision, USEPA RegionIV~ 

Mr. ,Marlar's position that a permit limit for 2,3,7,8 TCDD at 
the analytical detection limit of 10 ppq is unacceptable 
because Dioxin was quantified at a level of 3.1 ppq ignores the 
facts: 

1. 	 Dioxin analysis is achieved using sample extraction extract 
concentration, and finally quantification using' Gas 
Chromatographic separation and Mass Spectrographic 
detection of specific compound fragments. "Attached is a 
letter dated June 20, 1989 from Mr. Larry LaFleur of' the 
National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream 
Improvement (NCASI). Mr. LaFleur describes the criteria 
established for quantitative GCms. Please note that the 
procedure inherently has a variable detection limit 
associated with each individual sample injection that 
ralates to the level of recovery of the internal standard 
that is spiked in the sample. Since the acceptable percent 
recovery of the internal standard varies' from 40 to 120 it 
is expected the corresponding correction factor has the 
likelihood of amplifying the reported levels of "native" 
dioxin that may be measured. 

2. 	 During the 104 mill study attempts to establish the 
interlaboratory analytical variability for Dioxin analysis 
was abandoned because th~ data ~ere too scattered to enable 
the EPA and NCASI to agree on what the standard deviation 
would be for the non-standard method that was used. 
Consequently it' was 'decided that one 'laboratory would do 
effluent samples, while other contract laboratories did the 
sludges and pulps. Therefore, the table of values provided 
in Mr. Marlar' s letter really only represents the 



Mr. 	 Nolton B. Johnson -2- August 1, 1989 

analytical determination' of several samples from one 
laboratory where only a few Analysts did the work and were 
likely quite familar with the method and the samples. 
Under these almost ideal circumstances the detection limit 
ranged from 4.2 to 11. This is a 3 fold range and clearly 
shows that the 3.1 value was the rare exception not the 
rule. The EPA has not provided any information on what the 
analytical variabi lity would be for truely replicate 
effluent samples that have been split and subjected to 
analysis for Dioxin analysis at laboratories that advertise 
the use of High Resolution GC/MS in accordance with peer 
reviewed and published EPA methods for effluents. 

3. 	 From Great Britan' s Department of the Environment., Central 
Directorate of Environmental Protection, Pollution Paper 
No. 27 (1989) entitled: "Dioxins in the Environment,· the 
following analytical data are reported: 

a) 	 for 65 samples of soil ng/Kg (ppt) the values ranged 
from non-detect(at O.5'ppt) to 69 ppt with a mean value 
of 9.4 and a standard deviation of. 11 ppt (p. 27). 

b) 	 for 18 separate paper products the 2,3,7,8 TCDO single 
determination ranged from 0.2 to 13.4 ng/Kg (ppt). No 
standard deviation was given (p. 38). 

c) 	 for levels in human body fat the '2,3,7,8 TCOO values 
ranged' from non...,detect to 13' ng/Kg (ppt) for ,accident 
victims to 3-18 for hospitals (p. 44). 

'Thes~ data show that when sufficient replicate sampling has 
been done there will be a significant variabi lity at the 
parts per trillion level. It is re~sonable to assume that 
a much greater analytical variability will be realized when 
the analyses are attempted at the parts per quadrillion 
level as' EPA is mandating for the permit. It is not 
possible to predict this variability. Only "replicate 
sampling and analysis can establish it. 

In conclusion, ITT Rayonier does not believe the EPA ,is 
justified in mandating a permit limit that relies on data 
accumulated under ideal ,conditions of applying a research level 
method. Furthermore, the data cited by Mr. Marlar do not 
reflect the true analytical variability of the method. 

Sincerely yours, 

ITT 	RAYONIER INCORPORATED 

~;Jh:r:::>
Philip A. Hamlin 

tar 
Enclosure 

cc: R. H. Watts, D. B. Dolloff -Stamfotd 
R. A. McCrary - Jesup 
E. F. Button, E. M. Tokar -RRC 
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STATE OF GEORGIA 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 

A. 	 EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 During the period beginning effective date and lasting through December 1, 1992, the· 
permittee is authorized to discharge fromoutfalHs) serial number(s) 001 and 002 - Process Wastewater,· 
sanitary. wastes, and stormwater runoff. 

Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

Effluent. Characteristic Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements 

Mass Based Concentration Based 
Measurement . Sample. Sample 

Daily Avg. Daily Max. Daily Avg. Daily Max. Frequency Type Location 

Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)1 .000172 J.lg/l Quarterly 	 24,..Hour Effluent 
Composite 

Bis(2 Ethyl-hexyl)Phthalate Annual 	 24:-Hour Effluent 
Composite 

Chloroform Annual 	 24-Hour Effluent 
Composite. 

1. The permittee shall adhere to the analytical protocol described in. Appendix C of the 
U. S. EPA/p'aper Industry Cooperative Dioxin Screening Study (EPA 440/1-88-025, "'d"'d ."'d 

(I) (b

March 1988) when analyzing wastewater effluent samples for 2,3,7,8-TCDD. 	 '1OQ 
:> 

S (I) ~ "",
1"1'1'..) H 

(bThe 	 effluent sample location shall be defined as the discharge stream after treatment, 
~ 

but 	prior to mixing with aoy other waters. o. 0 
Hl 

0 ..... 
:>w. 
0 
0 
0 
w 
c;.. 
I'..) 

0 



, S.....ry of NPDES Pe...1,t Rationale, 

NPDES No. G1crn36BQ' 
, Major 01 scharge " • ,'~' 

, Prepared by 'L,' f1, t/oet' 
Draft permit is first issuance " reissuance with no mod1f1cat19J1s 
from prey10us permit modification of existing permit ~ • 

Dfscharge is industrial ~ municipal ' , ' privately owned (domestic,' 

wast_tar only) , . If industrial. point source category is f':tJIl! fkpv-j
d: r~-bv-J ' '" ' subcate/or, is 

lJ ;&: Iv::t fytff-...~ ~u' ! e+ ~ )CC(c C(Q kt;ft production 1 eve 1 1 s 

J'7 yo II 0 '1ds 'J SIC code ,La c?P If , 
Fac11tty located on stream segment that is and the basis for derivation of 

l1m1 tat10n is: ' " 


__....~_.-.,...Stream water qual ity limited' 
, Based on waterqualfty model 

, ~ Based on ~sRe.m ca1euh!hA i~ 7, ~IY. 10 yea, 1Gw, flgw.i\'
,', 'l'!:dl""¢OlV' c.::,lc~rqf(o_ oot Q. V'C""'C'~''JC- r,ver rlo......-- ' 

Stream effl uent 11mi ted ' , 'V ' 
Based on promulgated guidelines 
Based on plant's demonstr~ted performance 
Based on demonstrated technology 

, Di scuss1 on: ' 

-rc 3.J;-,q-C O'() (), , ffc cm',f !2 _ 105' ") 0,.,.q , 

Check One After Permit Issuance: ' 

Final permit was unchanged froe draft permit. 

Final permit included changes from draft permit.', See attached draft permit 
and/or correspondence file for details. 

, t ' ; • 



STATE OF GEORGIA 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEctION DIVISION 

270 Wa4lUng.tQnStltee.t, S. w. . 

AUan-ta, GeoJtg.ia. .30334 

. 	 , 

FACT SHfET. 

APPLICATION FOR 

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 


PERMIT TO, DISCHARGE TREATED WASTEWATER 

TO WATERS OF THE STATE· O.F GEORGIA 


Applfcatfon No. GA 0003620 	 Date __... u.. ... ........_____· J ly.;r..·· 8~._JQ,Q J 
lo1II 

1. SYNOPSIS OF APPLICATION •. 

a. Name and Address' of Applicant 

ITT Rayonier. Inc. 
. 	P. O. Box 207 . 


Jesup,'Georgia 31545 


b. Description of Applicant's Operation 

Pulp and Paper Mill, produces market bleached,kraft and dissolving 
kraft. 

c. Productf on Capaci tyof FacH i ty 

1740 ADT/day, maybe increased to 1940 ADT/day by 1990. 

d. Applicant's Receiving Waters 

Altamaha River 

For a sketch showing the location of the discharge(s), see 
Attachment A. 

e. Descr1ptionof txisting pollution Abatement Facil ities 

Screening 

Primary Clarif~cation 


, 	' Nutrient Addition 

'Aeration Basin 


". , 

EPD 2.22-1 

http:GeoJtg.ia
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f. Description of Discharges '(as reported by appl1cant) 

Serial 001 and '002 Combined 

. Average Flow 62 mgd

Average Wi nter Temperature ;. 22°C . 

Average Summer Temperature 34°C 

pH Range (std. units) . 7.0 to 8.4 


Pollutants which are present in significant quantities or which 
are subject to effluent limitation are as follows: . 

Effluent Characteristic Reported Load 

BODS \ 32 mg/l 


Total Suspended Solids . 57 mgll 


Dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) 
 0.0000132 J.lg/1 

Stormwater Runoff Point Sources 

Average Flow Varies 
. Average Wi nter . Temperature N/A

Average Summer Temperature • N/A
pH Range (std~ units) 7.1 

Poll utants which are present in significant quantities or which 
are subject to effluent 1imitation are as follows: 

Effluent Characteristic Reported Load 

BODS 5 mg/l 

Total Suspended Solids 2 mg/l 

EPD 2.22-2 




l. PROPOSED EFFLUENT LIM1TATIONS 
, 	 . . 

. Seri ell O()l and obi - Combined 

Permitted. Maximum Temperature N/A' 
Permitted pH R~ng~ (std. units) - 6.0 - 9.0 . 

. Effluent. Characteristic 	 . Oi scha rge Limitat i o,n 

BODS 
May 1 - November 30 22,300 lbs/dayAvg.Daily 

33,4S0 lbs/day Max.Daily·. 

December 1- April 30 	 32.000 lbs/day Avg.Daily 
48,000 lbs/day Max. Daily 

BODS limitations may be increased to3S,000 lbe/day average daily a.nd 
52,500 lbs/day maximum daily during wintertime months (December 1 
April 30)·if anticip~ted ~roduction in 199~ is reached. 

Total Suspended Solids 	 42,010 lbs/day Avg.Dai1y 
77 ,600 1bs/day' Max.Daily 

Dioxin (2,3,7,8 TCDD) 	 .000172 pg/1 Max. Daily'. 

Serial ~ N/A 

Permitted Maximum Temperature
Permitted pH R~nge (std. units) 

Effluent Characteristic 	 Discharge Limitation 

. EPD 2 .22-4 
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3. 	 MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

The applicantwill be required to monitor-regularly for flow and those 
parameters limited in Section 2 abovewithsufffcient frequency to ensure 
compl iance with the. permit conditions. Frequency, methods of sampl i ng, 
and rep'orting dates will be specified in the final permit. 

4. 	 PROPOSED COMPLiANCE SCHEDULE FOR ATTAINING EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS . , 

N/A 

5. 	 PROPOSED SPECIAL CONDITfONS WHICH WILL HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
ON THE DISCHARGE 

See Part III, Special Requirements of NPDES permit, attached ~ 

EPD 2.22-6.· 




6. WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AND EFFLUENT STANDARDS APPLIED TO THE DISCHARGE· 

. The Altamaha 	River is ~lassified as fishing .. The effluent limitations 
were derived to meet this classification.· 

7. PROCEDURES FOR THE FORMULATION OF FINAL DETERMINATIONS 

a. Comment Period 

The Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD) proposes to issue an 
NPDES pennit to this applicant subject to the effluent limitations and 
speCial condition. outlined above. These determinations are tentative. 

Interested persons are invited to submit written comments on the permit 
appl ication or on EPD' s proposed determi nations to the foll owi ng address: 

Georgia ~nvironmerital Protection Division 
205 Butler Street, S.E. 
Floyd Towers East, Room 1070 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

. All comments received. prior to 
will be considered' in the formulation of final determinations with regard 
to this application. 

b. Publ ic Hearings 

Any applicant, affected state or interstate agency, the Regional Administrator 
of the U., S. Environmental Prot~ction Agency (EPA) or any other interested 
agency, person or group of persons may request a public hearing with respect 
to an NPDES pennit application' if such request is filed within thirty (30) 
days following the date of the public notice for such application. Such 
request must indicate the interest of the party filing the request, the 
reasons why a hearing is requested, and those specific portions of the 
appl ication or other NPDES form oririformation to be considered at the 
public hearing •. The Director shall hold a hearing if he determines that. 
there is sufficient public interest inholding such a hearing. If a public 
hearing is held, notice of same shall be provided at least thirty (30) days 
in advance of the he~ring date. 

EPD 2.22-7 
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In the event,that a public ~~aring{s'held, both oral and written comments 
will be accepted; however, for the accuracy of the record, written comments 
are 	encouraged. The Director or his designee reserves t.he right to. fix 
reasonable. limits on the time all owed for oral statements and such .other 
procedural requirements as he deems appropriate. . 

. , , 	 , . . 

Following a public hearing, the Director, unless he sho~ld decide to deny' 
the permit, may make such modifications 1n the terms andcondftions of the 
proposed permi t as may be appropri ate and shall issue the perm; t. Not; ce 
of issuance or denial will' be circulated to those persons or groups who' 
participated in the hearing; to those persons or groups who submitted written 
comments to the Director on th,e proposed permit within thirty (30) days from 
the date of the public notice of the application fo~ permit; and to all persons 
or groups included on the EPD mailing list. 

c. 	 Contested Hearings 

Any 	 person who is aggrieved or adversely affected by the issuance or denial 
of a permit by the Director of EPD may petition the Director for,a hear.ing
if such petition is filed 1n the office of the Dire~tor within thirty (30) 
days from the, date ofnot1ce of such permit issuance or denial. Such hear
ing 	 shall be held in accordance with the EPD Rules, Water Qual ity Control, 
subparagraph 391-3-6-.01. 

Petitions for a contested hearing must include the following: 

1. 	 The name and address of the petition,er; 

2. 	 The grounds under which petitioner alleges to beaggri.ved o~ 
adverselyaffe~ted by the issuance or denial o.f a permit; 

3. 	 The reason or reasons why petitioner takes issue with the action 
of the Director; 

4. 	 All other matters asserted by petitioner which are relevant to the 
action in question. 

d. 	 Issuance of the Permit, When. No Publ ic Hearing is Hel d 

If no public hearing is held, and, after review of the written comments 
received, the Director determines that a permit should be issued and that 
his determinations as set forth-'in the proposed permit are substantially
unchanged t the permit will be issued and will become ft na 1 in the absence. 
of a request for a Contested Hearing. Notice of issuance or denial will 
be circulateq to those persons who submitted written comments to the 
Director on the proposed permit within thirty (30) days from the date of 
the publ ic notice o.f such proposed permit; and to all persons or groups 
included on the EPD mailing list. 

EPD 	 2.22-8 
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If no public hearing is, held, but the Director de~ermines, after a re~iew 
,of the written comments rec"eived, that a permit, should be issued bu,t 
that subetantial changes, in the propo~f!d permit are warranted" public 

<, notice of •the revised determinations will be given and written comments 
accepted, in 'thesamemanne,r' as theinit1al notice of application was 
given and wr.itten comments accepted, purs"!-ant to EPD Rules t Water Quality 
Control, subparagraph 391-3-6-.06(7)(b). The Director shall provide'< 

an opportunity for public hearing on the revised determinations. 'Such 
opportunity for public, hearing and the issuance, or denial of a permit 
thereafte~ shall be in accordance with the procedures as set forth above. 

8~, DIOXIN MONITORING AND EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS' 

The NPDESpermit for this bleached kraft pulp and paper mill was reopened 
on June 1, 1989 to incorporate water quality-based "effluent limitations 
for dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD).The present permit modification contains 
a daily maximum. effluent limitation for dioxin that is based upon the< 

10-5 human health risk factor. The effluent limitation ,was derived 
as shown below: 

<Design' , Annual Average 10-5 Daily Maximum 
Discharge Stream Flow Dilution Human Health Effluent 
Flow (c;.f s ) (cfS) Factor Criteria (Hg/l) Limit ()ls/i)< 

95.5 13,567 143 0.0000012_ 0.000172 

lit addition, the permittee shall coriiuct annual monitoring for dioxin, 
and for furan (2,3,7,8-TCDF) in fish tissue in the mill's receiving< 

stream. This monitoring program shall be condu,cted in accordance with 
'the Study Plan To Conduct Dioxin Monitoring In Fish Tissue From The 
Vicinity Of Five Georgia Bleached Kraft Mills, March 31, 1989. 

9., ' Bis(2-Ethyl-hexyl)Phthalateand Chloroform Monitoring Requirements 

10-6 human, health criterion for chloroform and Bis(2-Ethyl~hexyl) 
,Phthalate, has been established at 100 )lgll and 5.92 JJ.g/l respectively. 
Calculated instream waste concentrations are less than 50 percent of 
the established human health "criteria using average flow. 'Therefore, 
only monitoring is required. 

EPD 2.22-9 




If no publ it hearing is held~ but the Director determines~ after a review 
of the written comments received, that a permit should be issued but that 
substantial changes in the proposed permit are warranted ~ publ ic notice 
ofthe revised determinations will be given and written comments accepted 
in the same manner as the init.ial notice of application was given and 
written comments accepted pursuant to EPD Rul es., Water Qual ity Control,· 
subparagraph 391-3-6-.06(7)(b). The Director shall provide an opportunity 
for publ ic hearing on the revised determinations. Such opportunity for 
public hearing and the issuance or denial of a permit thereafter shall be 
in accordance with the procedures as are set forth above. 
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.. STATE OF GEORGIA PART. III 
DEPARTMENT OF .NATURAL RESOURCES 

. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIV~SION Page n' of 13· 
Permit No~ GA 0003620 

B. 	 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 River samples shall be collected and· analyzed twice a month during 
the months, May through November. Samples shall be taken from 
the U. S. 301 Highway bridge, the ITT Ray6nier marker just upstream 
from the confluence of PenhoHoway Creek and the Altamaha River~ 
and the monitoring station at Everett City. Sampling shall be 
done near midstream or at a'point which is judged to be representa
tive of the river. Collection of samples shall be taken when 
flows· are less than 10,000. ch and when the river is at steady 
flow conditions. The time of collection at the various points 
shall coincide with time of travel for· the river. Samples shall 
be analyzed, for the following: 

a. 	 BODS and BOD40 

b. Dissolved Oxyg~n 

c. pH 

d. Temperature 

Also, river stage and 
reported during periods 

associated 
scheduled. 

flow 
for 

at Docto
sampling' 

rtown sh
whether 

ould 
or 

be 
not 

sampling is actually conducted during that. time. 

2. 	 The .data from the river sampling program described above will 
be used by the Environmental Protection Division to refine and 
update the current stream model. If 'water quality violations 
are documented, limitations in Part I, Section A.1. will be adjusted 
accordingly. 

3•. 	The effluent limitations for BODS for the Dec:ember through April 
period may be modified to equal the limitations for the May through 
November period. The Director will provide written notification 

. to 	the permittee 180 days prior to this permit modification. 

4. 	 Limits on page 2 are base"d on the permittee's anticipated production 
rate of 1740 ADTPD in 1988. This assumes that 38 percent of produc
tion is dissolving kraft and 62 percent of product ion is .bleached 
kraft. The permittee anticipates that production will be incre.ased 
to 1940 ADTPD in 1990 and is requesting a corresponding increase' 
in the wintertime (December 1 - April 30) BODS limitation from 
32,000 lbs. per day to 35,000 lbs. per day on a daily average 
basis. 
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.STATE OF GEORGIA' PART III 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES " 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 12 of 13 
Permi t No ~ GA' 0003'620 

. .. "' .. 

.B. 	 SPECIAL UQUIREMENTS (cont inued) 
\ 

By December 1, 1989, .the Division 'will. be provided with the expected 
projected production . for the following calendar year and with' 
a summary of the actual production for the previous twelve month 
period. The effluent limitations will be adjusted .in proportion 
to . the. projected production and shatl. not exceed the effluent 
limits commensurate with the 1940 ADTPD under this permit. This 

. assumes approximately the same ratio of dissolving kraft to market 
bleached kraft production. These limitaUons' will then remain 
in effect for the duration of the permit. 

If the ratio of dissolving kraft' to market bleached kraft 'changes, 
certain adjustments may have to be made in the. limitations, but 
in no case wUl·thedaily allowable BODS exceed 35,000 lbs. per 
day. 

5.· 	Any discharge point sources of stormwater runoff shall not caUse 
any water'quality violatio~s in the stream. 
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Science & 
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- Short-Term Chronic Toxicity Test 
Environmental Science & Engineering 

Inc. 

October 1, 1993 

Walter G•. Murray
ITT Rayonier·
4470 Savannah Highway
Jesup, Georgia 31545 

Dear Mr. Murray: 

Enclosed is a copy of the letter report summarizing the results of 
the bioassay performed in September 1993 using effluent from the 
ITT Rayonier plant in Jesup, Georgia •. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (904) 332-3318. 

Sincerely, 

·~01 O~ 
Max Overman 

Fate and Effects Oepartmen~ 


P.O. Box 1703 Gainesville. FL 32602·1703 Phone (904) 332·3318 . (800) 874-7872 Fax (904) 3324D507 
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Environmental 
Science & 

. =C..C:"..:p_;;I1J~r Inc . 

September 30, 1993 

Mr. Walter G. Murray 
m Rayonier 
4470 Savannah Highway 
l~sup, 	Georgia 31545 . 

RE: 	 Results of a Short-Term Chronic Definitive Toxicity Test conducted from September 22 
through 29, 1993 with Effluent Samples from lIT Rayonier, Jesup, Georgia. 

A short-term chronic defInitive toxicity test was conducted at ESE in Gainesville, Florida to 
determine the chronic effect of effluent samples from lIT Rayonier's Jesup, Georgia plant to 
the freshwater cladoceran, Ceriodaphnia !h!tria. The criteria: for effect were mortality and 
reproduction. All raw data related to this study are maintained at ESE, Gainesville, Florida. 

Testing procedures followed· guidelines in "Short-Term Methods for Estimating the Chronic 
Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms· (EPA/600/4-89/001). 

The tests were conducted from September 22 through 29, 1993. Twenty-four hour composite 
samples of effluent were received at ESE on September 22, 24, and 25, 1993, on ice. Effluent 
samples were stored at 4 + 2°C. Test concentrations were 4.15, 10, 20, 40, and 100 percent 
effluent and a dilution water control. A prepared water, 20% Perrie:r4l/80% Milli-q-, was used 
as the .dilution water. Ten cladocerans (1 ~ladoceran per replicate, 10 replicates) were tested 
at each test concentration. Cladocerans were fed 0.1 mL of both a yeast/trout chow/cereal 
leaves mixture and a green alga concentrate daily. 

The test was cOnducted at 23.0 to 25.6 ·C. Water quality parameters remained within 
acceptable ranges throughout the test. The 100 percent effluent was aerated gently prior to use 
due to a low dissolved oxygen content. . 

A reference toxican.t test demonstrated that organism sensitivity was within ESE's normal limits. 

Cladoceran Test Results 
After 7 days, control organism survival was 100%. Survival of ~~ in the test exposures 
ranged from 90 to 100%. Survival in the test exposures was not statistically less (p=0.05) than 
the controls. After 7 days, all of the criteria for a valid test (2:. 60% of control females produced 
3 broods; average neonates produced was 2. 15.0 for control females) had been met. After 7 
days of exposure, the average number of neonates produced by control ~~ females was 
15.S; average neonate production in the test exposures ranged from 0.2 (100 percent effluent) 
to 30.7(10 percent effluent). Reproduction in the 100 percenteffluent exposure was statistically 

ESE Project No. 3933000V-0400-3140 

P.o. Box 1703 Gainesville, FL 32602-1703 Phone (904) 332.331K (800) 874-7872 Fax (904)332-0507 



R.eferences: 

. United states Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA): Short-Term Methods lor 
Estimating The Chronic Toxicity 01 EfJluents and Receiving Waten to. Freshwater 

. Organisms;. March 1989; EPAJ600/4-89/001. 

Gulley, D., A. Boelter, and H. Bergman; Department of Zoology and Physiology, 
University of Wyoming, USA: Toxstat, Venion 3.3; April 1991. 

Hamilton, M.A., R.C. Russo, and R. V. Thurston, 1977. Trimmed Spearman-Karber 
Method For Estimating Median Lethal Concentrations in Toxicity Bioassays. Environ. 
Sci. Techno!. 12(4):417 (1978). 

Sincerely, 

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE & ENGINEERING, INC: 

.r'v'\~ O~· 
. 	Max Ovennan 

Fate and Effects Department 

Enclosures . 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

CHAIN-OF-CUSTODY INFORMATION 

CLADOCERAN CHRONIC TEST DATA 

REFERENCE TOXICANT TEST DATA 


ESE Project No. 3933000V..()4()()"3140 



summary of Cerlodaphnla dubla Survival and Reproduction after' 
a 7-Day Exposure to Effluent from the ITT Rayonier, Jesup, , 
Georgia Plant. 

concentration Percent Number of Average Neonates 
(% effluent) Survival Adult Females' Per Adult Female 

Control 100 8 15.5 

4,.15 90 8· 24.6 

10 100 7 30.7 

20 100 9 24.3 

40 90 8 14.8 

100 90 10 0.2* 
. \ 

* statistically less (p=0.05) than the control. 

Source: ESE, 1993. 

ESE Project No. 3933000V-0400-3140 
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Environmental Science & Engineering, Inc. 	 Page: 57 
~"*"--Aquatic Toxicology Department ESE QA Form Number: 011A 

Gainesville, Florida, Effective: MAR 1993--.... 
SUBJECT: EFFLUENT LOG 

Test Effluent: Ov.tf.,...t\ £4+-\....-J- Project Number: 3'73300 (>v -e>'1D'O-3ND 

sponsor: Xi' t1..~'€.V Date Effluent Received: 9£"2."L-l '13 

Type and Number of containers Received: ,3'1. o.SdJ\~ L~lLA~i~f 

Mode of Transportation: 	 Mail Airline 
I 

UPS FedEx 
Bus ./ Other: Jjrr a.=:'t-~,-- --	 . 

Label Information: . :r:<f"I'"' C2.~ov-~


ql1-Cl"IJ - "\(z.'h:>' 

1\.f3." - l!t'lc 
o~ .. 00\ + 00""2

, f'4...<~~ 

Test Requires Renewal? @ NO If Yes, when: l)o.l1~ 

INITIAL EFFLUENT C~CTERISTICS 

Temperature Upon Recei~t: 2..o·c <fonductivi~/salinity: noo~/~cu.•) 

pH: -,.~ Total Residial Chlorine: DO: 7.2 ~lL
-
Color: B~ Composite: i4e..S Grab: ~ Other: 1!' 

.Storage Itocation/Conditions: \).~ -.;\.-00.".. ~~ , ~s~ 

~ ~:i:.-l.. ""-C ...
i:::: s""=:'Y"=- .J:.n~'t- 2:d: 

D~te Recorded: 'l 
I
/zz-h 3 Recorded By: ~ 

If test requires renewal samples, additional sample receiptl 

descriptions should be detailed below. Please provide date 

received, sample description as requested above, and receiver's 

initials. 


£. II-I~grla"~ +- l#."...,J(\,. ~ ~ (("'s;s.:::d P,~ 	 ~ i1e .... d'l''', ..s I..c- ••" S '. 

,L(j:I'c{J. e(i C,oJ..tam"""",d:."" Z 5: 21£ It C.'lA, 2 0.1::i. ;J:.:'(,...... ~.: l ~"r:f ,. Ct"'1 
if <; 1. ,%1,;alt:. #2 'l'k ,,0.12(2 2 .. , 179 5. (1 I"id'/' 1/.:. 

''It.~ l~J. " &//..: '/;. ~ 1'~:i "i.H:Z l Z'''' ~l 
Altll&adT ! Ii, "/'J"~ {;/' I 'vd.'"- I'le. ,~............ 	 ../" t.:- : j., ., .L:., 


M.O 	 S~le:t!:~ 1!-Hloc ~ '. 'I, 'Z. (e-.-..J : '~I .......J: Z,'CC )..• I··......:bl f....) \ 2- ~l!~(," 
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S D 5102 LaRocha Avenue, Savannah, GA 31404 Phone: (912) 354· 7858 ~., (9111 3~70l!\~ ·· Lt.'SAVANNAH LABORATORIeS' D 2846 Industrial Plaza Drive, Tallahassee. Fl32JOl Phone' (904) 87S.J994 r" IQ(I4I 8·. Q~ 
" , ~rIRO~MENTAL SERviCES, INC. D 414 Southwest 12th Avenue. Deeriield Beach. Fl33442 Phone: (305) 421·7400 F" I~J .]' ;'~. 

D 900 lakeside Drive, Mobile. AL 36693 Phone: (205) ~ Fa> {2051 6M6696 
IAL YSIS REQUEST AND CHAIN OF CUSTODY RECORD D 6712 Benjamin Road, Suite 100, Tampa. Fl33634 Phone: (813) 885-7427 Fax (8IJ) 885-7049 

DATE TIME I RECEIVED BY: (SIGNATURE) 

REQUIRED ANALYSES 

:i ~SE.' Pno: tt 3'~ 3 'b ~~~,~ -~00 ~3 l '-l,<=> STANDARD TAT 

RECEIVED BY: 

EXPEDITED TAT· 

REPORT DUE DATE __....:....-__ 

• SUBJECT TO, RUSH FEES 

'1 



05102 LaRoche Avenue. Savannah. GA 31404 Phone: (912)354-1858 r•• ,9m'9/1··( 
o 2846 Industrial Plaza Drive. Tallahassee. FL 32301 Phone 1904181&-J99.I r •• I~.I.I' I'II~SI =TA~~:=.'~'fS- r.5: r, . 0414 sOulhwesll21h Avenue. Deerfield Beach. FL 33442 Phone 13051.21,7400 f •• IlO'il ,}l ".,"" 

o 900 Lakeside Drive. Mobile. AL 36693 Phone: (2051 666.fI6J3 Fa. t2!Y.>1 666-l!I\911 
IAL YSIS REQUEST AND CHAIN OF CUSTODY RECORD D 6712 Benjamin Road. Suite 100. Tampa. FL 33634 Phone: (613) 88S-7427 Fax 1813) ess- 7049 

REQUIRED ANAL VSES 

; 

STANDARD TAT. / / ,: ;' / / ;,,' 
fsE. ~. t,t. 30!.3'3 0 0 6 v' -,P409'--3ty'c

i . 

// ' EXPEDITED TAT· 

.I 
REPORT DUE DATE _____ 

• SUBJECT TO RUSH FEES 

I 



J •• '~.:"' 1(: .~ .• D 5102laRoche Avenue. Savannah. GA 31404 Phot>e 1911) 3S4 78.....

S L SAM,';CAIf LAB91tAfG8C8S £:;.r. f •• ,,'\. I I #'~ ..D 2846lndUSllial Plaza Oliva, Tallahassee. Fl 3nol Phone 19(4) 81'l! J994 
I .I I&-E'IA ,,,srwMt"'IfAt 9t!f1 UE?'H. we. D 414 Soulhwest 121h Avenue. Deer11eld Beach. Fl3J.442 Phone IJO!ll .'" 1_00 , I' I ....... ' iI." :~.A" 


D 900 Lakeside Drive, Mobile, Al 36693 Phone (ZOS) 66&-6633 F"IXl~l~""~ 


IALYSIS REQUEST AND CHAIN OF CUSTODY RECORD D 6712 Benjamin Road, Suite 100. Tampa, Fl ~634 Phone (813) 88>7427 Fa. 1813) 88~ 1()49 


I. NUMBER 

REQUIRED ANALVSES 

STANDARD TAT 

EXPEDITED TAT' 

REPORT DUE DATE _____ 

• SUBJECT TO RUSH FEES 



Environmental Science & Engineering, Inc. Page: __- 
Aquatic Toxicology Laboratory ESE QA_Form No.: 021 
Gainesville, Florida Effective: FEB 1993 

SUBJECT: WATER HARDNESS WORKSHEET 

Spons9 r :  r-rr Project Number: 3<:J 33<':cc;\J  040C::1 

Test Substance: Eit../JJ. eta t:. Test Species: t.dl.Jb ,~ 

Data By: I~ Date: 91n./j3 Time: Ltj.3 D 

Normality of EDTA Titrant: ~ "",IIt-( 
~ fNt!t{2 (J.ol m . 

Correction Factor (based on standardization of EDTA-Titrant): L,(fL. 
Initial Final ". Total TOTAL~ 

Test Sample Dilute . Buret Buret .Titrant HARDNESS 
Conc'n Volume to 'Reading Reading Used (mg/L)
(units) (mL) (mL) (mL) - (mL) (mL) (corrected] 

zot.~"'/ 10.' [,.10 /:;7~()t,-Ai,Ifj'G I tit) f>.O 0.0 I 

IQ~1. 

3 b .:l.b 1'1'1£.t.fJ.Jt:t1.f -Z.s JOO e.O 
IOO"/.."z",/4' 

2S ~3 3 1-:S5e:ml/e1.J... lei /J O·D "3 
,...., ' I

"Iz.~ ,1
6R..-\ ...... 25 IvO c.o 3.~ 3,S ,yo 

-, 

; 

Calculation of Total Hardness (mg/L as CaC03): A x B x 1,000 / mL Sample-

where A = mLof Titrant, and 
B = mg CaC03 equivalent to 1.00 mL EDTA Titrant 

(1 mg CaC03 = 1 mL EDTA Titrant) 

Total Hardness x -Correqtion Factor = [corrected]- Total Hardness 



Environmental Science & Engineering, Inc. Page:
Aquatic Toxicology Laboratory ESE QA Form Number: 020e Gainesville, Florida Effective: MAR 1993 

SUBJECT: WATER ALKALINITY WORKSHEET 

Sponsor: TTT Project Number: 3"l '33'cocV - oc..{oo 
Test Substance: (3£-11 "t.!lf Test Species: ~. J 1.1"[,' ~~ 

Data By: U:,:i Date: tJt:zL-? .3 Time: L-S-trO 

Normality of H2SO4 (Sulfuric Acid): D. D2. JJ 

Correction Factor (based on standardization of H2S04 titrant): Ld2 D 

Test Initial Final Buret Total 
Concns Sample Dilute Buret Reading (mL) Titrant Alkalinity 
(define . Volume. To Reading To pH Used (mg/L as 
units) (mI.) (mL) (mL) 4.5 4.2 (mL) CaC03)

I 

lO~ /'t>«-::'1 .... 'l,ut,'l . 6·D ~Qtrf)~ .Jf1;Jl'~ It:) Q ..!-JII\~~' D.D b·O -
ID~'b 

1(., 3b.O "31,0E.tti ",..ut+ 1110 ~ D·lL -
q /Z4/lf 3 i 

/OO/. E f:I./'~}- /CI/J ~ o.D .3 c,. 3 - 3C.5 3~3 
"f/-z.S r1'3 

3g.S 3~S'L-I. ~, /010 \ It ,e.,-e. 0.0 . 3~,S - , 

.. 

\ 

Calculation of Total Alkalinities > 20 mg/L as CaC03: 

B x Nx 50,000 
Total Alkalinity = where B = mL titrated 

mL sample , N = normality of acid 

Total Alkalinity x Correction Factor - [corrected] Total Alkalinity 

Calculation of Total Alkalinities < 20 mq/L as CaC03: 

. (2B-C) x N x 50,000 
Total Alkalinity = where B = total mL titrant to 

mL sample , pH 4.5 
C =dtotal mL titrant to 

pH 4.2 
N = normality of acid 



·ESE Project No. 3933000V-Q400-3140 

CLADOCERAN CHRONIC TFST DATA 

! 



Environmental science & Engineering, Inc. Page:
Aquatic Toxicology Laboratory ESE QA FORM:-0s6 
Gainesville, Florida EFFECTIVE: January, 1993 

-.~ .. ~ 

SUBJECT: CERIODAPHNIA CHRONIC TEST DATA 

Sponsor: 7:11. project No.: .3~330oo""-' o<i~ -Jlqo 

Test Substance: Test Species: Ceriodaphnia dubia 

ANIMAL HISTORY 

Lot No.: C.n21.V1~ Date Neonates Collected: 
. Age of Neonates (hours): 

tz/22/~::r 
. 42..4/Ht::z _I ('41"

See Page No.~ of Cladoceran 
ConciitioIi ~!:!a lNeonate History Log of Neonates: 

TEST CONDITIONS 

Protocol: . G Pit Lb 0 DI4 -e,.'1/00 I 
. Dilution Water: Zo?;§=tf~)Mm:II:'"QType Li,ghting: Fk.;rsuaf= Photoperiod: 16/$' 

Test container: 30 mL Plastic Beaker Solution Volume: 15 mL 

TEST SOLUTIO~ PREPARATION 

Test Concentration 
(!) mg!L CTRL 

, 4. I5"t., Ie ~D ZO~ qD~ /{)O~ 

$ 

Amount of Effluent! 
Stock Added (~ ) ~. '6,3 1...0 '+0 fo 200 

~~ount of Dilution 
Water Added (tJ.J!. ) 2.00 J~I.'+ I~D I~ 0 11..0 -
Test Solution 
Observations 

TEST VALIDITY CRITERIA (~) 
. Number Young per Surviving Control Adult: 15.5 

~()
Percent of Surviving Control Adults with 3 Broods: ,'5 "i .. 

TEST SUMMARY 

Test 
concr-Porration 

Number 
Young 

Number 
Broods 

Female 
Adults 

# Young 
per Adult 

# Broods 
per Adult 

(Ov\~\ !'2.rL( 2"2.. '6 rG.s 2/7'5 
~ 1'5 .. It:t, ·23 9 'Ztf <.0 '2.ii 
10 2,tS '2'1 -, 3..::.." 3. z.., 
20 u.t:t 2S Cf "VL "; "Z.,1'g 
tto Il't{ t'i "i 14,i' '2.,'2.-S 
(00 "2 10 0,'1 0.1 

... 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: ~ ~ u.-':"";""\ c.t.\ + t:.lc<... 

" 

Test Data Recorded By: ~ Date: 9/n J7 ~ . 
Test Summary Recorded By: f-l\.P Date: .9{t...<tr<l3 I 



Environmental Science & Engineering, Inc. Page: 
Aquatic Toxicology Laboratory ESE QA Form Number: 018 
Gainesville, Florida Effective: APR 1993 

e project: 3'\ ?>-~O()<::>\,J-

DAILY LOG 

9 

- -' - " "'_. /. 



Environmental Science & Engineering, Inc. Page: 
Aquatic Toxicology Laboratory ESE QA Form Number: 01a 
~ainesville, Florida Effective: "APR 1993 

e Project: 3133'0'00,,- 0400 ~ 3(1.{:> 

DAILY LOG 



Environmental Science and Engineering, Inc. Page: 
Aquatic Toxicology Department ESE QA Form Number: 
Ga~nesvillel Florida Effective: August 1990 

~.... ~ 

SUBJECT: DAILY FEEDING OF TEST ORGANISMS 

. Test Species: C J-f.o~ Sponsor :~rl i I:r'r fl."'-t--,,
Test Substance: £J+!~ Proj ect umber: 3j Hc::"Ot"'- ~'10-0 

Day Date . Time Initials Food Type Quantity Comments 

'1(2Z-f'3 '-I'rt..t- C>.\ .... l 
p-ur ~l~0 ~",,' "no ~ ....\-,"-'1... .,..{: t.....c.\.-. 

(iJa~") ftc . [ e.,-:-" .4t~ ~1:r1 't h.}J~ ~ l-r:Yr 1~ . riff" ... 

yfL 
I I .,. /' 

q Iz.l11'1!; 
< D.]!'!., ".j....-.~z. ( S 'fo "1V f f.\ bc-c:. !"l.., r ,......,,1, ..,.."" It.":.. 

'Y T C ~ 
".. ,j 

'3 I~ 1251'13 IZoo :nL 1'+1", c... '<!' o.7:! I ,../. t:'...... (.. ."lAr ......,') I,'c 1ft.1..<:.. .... I 

L{ 1/ZG I~?' 1(; LI5 ric. 
'Ire... 

0.1,-,/ ...J.~ n·., r /.,,-0 Jr,....,:.J.." ,1+-10,..• ... 
'tT"C.-~ 

, 
5 '9(1..1 f\3 \~') ~. c-\~~ c.\. -L4~"""" ()A..r rt,.q -

" q( 2tl"3 
,'- \\.. + 

Ifc, l\5 N-.:o <._, "'."'"-'Il O.t _L .........A.. r~' 

. 

, 

\ 

-. 

, 

, 

I
" 

f 



I 
/ 

e 

'. 

_....' 
Sponsor: ,I.,-T Project No.: ?;.Cf .,":t,cco\l~ 

, 
Test Substance: H¥lW!tJ-r Test Species: Ceriodapbnia dubia 

Day Day Day Day Day Day Day Day1Day Day Day Day Day Day 

Test 0 1 1 2 2 3 3 4 i 4 5 5 6 6 7 

Cone. E'arZ)l!cer NEN Old New Old NEN New Old New Old New Old Old 

Temp. 
0.0. Ir.i ~f ~.\ 

C(.n\-b,\ 
pH 
Alk. 
HarcI. 
Cont.b:c. 

- -
Iiii" li.1 g.oI~.I g.\ lir.\ 19..1 ItLl.l9 I III 7 Is.? I IQ 110'.\ 

1tL> - - (,0 - "0 - ~"-
I,,:r - - ,,; - I{. 7 ---+-f---+--._-----1 
JbO - i/t.D - I,,,,, I - :::..-~+......:....-.j_-~.__--....:.-~ 

Temp. 
0.0. 
pH 

t{.l~ 
.~ 

D.O. -pH 

Teall). 

J"eto 0.0. 
pH .$1.0 '3.1 If."\ 0.1 ~:.z. IB.t 1!'..2. t I '' i.( g.\ \'.1 ~.\ <6". \ 

Teall). 

'2.0~ 
0.0. 
pH 

LlD~ 
T~. 
0.0. 
pH 

T~ 
·0.0. 

JbO'bt, 
pH 

Alk. 
Hard. II"IiI - - I/~" - 135 - I't-C - - ,... - - -
Corduct~ 11J,et> - - IIP(.O - iu;.,o - 1/4a: - - - -' -

1=<'-4 I=S ''f r~ ..s-~ ~yl.. yS· '2.. CS-t... I 
~.4lJ{)-1 I~/+'t;. . 1,42''1..-1 5. 1r-- ~ . di\ tS..·.3 ~2-"i:.>.::i," 

D.O. Hater 1001 00-1 ",n-I"" 0.:-1 00-/ 1).:0" \)<>Jl OCJ-\ 
T;t- It 1.. .,... - -
-~r T;u- r:~, - - -
5<:r 5(;1 .i., ~-;~ - -.3 .3 .3 .; 'lIt 

Conductivity Meter '>Co" 
-~ -

INlT1ALS: 
DAlE: 
TD£: 



" PtCE: 
ESE QA F'ORH: 054 

EFFECfIVE: . April, 1986 

&JBJECT: a:RIODAPHNIA CHroNIC TEST - SJRVIVAL 

Sponsor: :r/f Project No.: 3133c-cov-ot{ClO 

Test Substance: Test Species: Ceriodaphni.a dubi..a 

7 A ~ A- 0 A ~ A \" A IdI! A q ,A 0 A i A 1 1'1 lB 

1 + 0 -+ 0 A 0 + c ,f- lo 14 '0 k t 
-'~ C ~ () ,A 00 

2 a. :2 4 (; A 0 A LQ .E O A D ..I!::: (.) .A:. (;) A Q .4 Q. 
3 ,4 0 A 0 rl o 14 1 A b ,q 1o I'f C) ,Itf 0 A CI .<1 Ie> 
4 .11 b {+ ~ A ~'i J-l la p. l«:i I~ , ~ A '-\ IJr b f'+. 0 '14,IS'Ci 1+ 
5 A 0 (l.. 0 A (0 A 0 f\ 7 A I) po. go A k i>J)f& 2 A q 

. "w. 
6 A o~ A It " 0 .A .J:}~ A C .A 0 --A 10 ~ '0 j 1 po. 13 
7 IA<!! 0 po. f( A l<t AfI. 0 A 14 P. IA A " Po. ItS I 1 A 0 

M' 0 %oS n "'" 0 2.S 3( ,z.g '%.'7 "2 l1"b 

1 A 0 A ,1) t't. ..l2. L& ,~ .<4:. LD ,4 t> .k 0 ..t 0 .4 c A- li 
2 iJ - A c A t) 4 0 .4 Q ,4 '-' A- i) ;<; '-' ..f± ~ ..£.. 0 

3 A 0 ',q.. 

" .4 0 ~ 0 ,4 a -4 0 A a A 0 .4 0 P c
lot, 4 (). 0 Pr '3 A n A 3 ~ 3 .!'!. 5 13:. :3 A 3 A.(] P. 'i 

5 A ID A 'I ·A 0 A 110 At 10 p.. 1'1 A 10 1(\ 110 A 0 A IT 
6 A 0 A <:) A 10 A 0 ",.. a A 0 A i4 Ip- IS A 0 lA LL~ 
7 At: 0 A 12. All 0 A IS ,'" I'Z A 1(.. A ..., 

A 0 A" 0 A ~ 
f\/\ 10 2-1f "" 10 1"2'l 125 ;'k; l..'i 2.f M 0 1% 

. 
1 A n A ,.. ,..(. 0 .+ CO .+ r:o A () .4 l\ .+ 0 A.. ..1)_ .&, ...lL 
2 .4 d A 0 .4 c:; ,4 c .4 (;; h C A c 4 0 A c::.: ..... '" 

.~D'Zo 3 A n A C A ~ A C .4 0 A () A c::1 A.. t:1 4- ..a.. .4-""4 4- 1'1 fi 4 f/-. '" p.. -; -4 0 ~ 1... A t 4 ~ A:1. ~ '3. 
5 A () A ., A ..i.. A 1 'A c A "3 A io A 1.9 A 10 

A " 6 A 0 A 0 p., 0 ~ Q A 0 po.. 11 ~ is ~ ~ (\ i f\. It 
7 ~ 2 A \'2. A It A 14 ",IV 0 A I A 0 A 0 A. 0 A rz... 

2l# ~3 "11 l.S ,.,.. 0 l<l :1.1 14 19 3(. 

1 .4 c 4 " -i 0 A "b -4 Q + 0 A 0 t ~ 40 A 0 
2 /.l. Q 4 t!) A. 0 t4 (,) ,4 (:', A. 0 '+'0 ~ 0 +0 140 

~O$o, 
3 4 t) A o. ,4 t'.l A 0 rl c ,4 0 4 d ~ CI .E...a.. A l.2. 
4 It 2 {l () A 1.. A ! 1'\ 5 A , A It \ A l../ A-d 
5 A {" A 0 '", .t..f. .Po. S. A kI A "l .!i ~ A J p.; !.? A 0 
6 A· b A () A 0 A 0 PI . (' A ., A 0 A ...h ..A .. R' .. A 0 
7 A q Aflil 0 '" Ca A ., 

A.. '1 It.. C A ''iI P O A 0 bWo 
'"1 ,.... 0 .2 13 u; 11 Ie. 11 0 l1I. , 

1>"''1 0 .t(' :c;l"1 2 1)<"1 3 0""'1'" ,,,I ~ D" • ~., 

INIl'IALS: ~ rl1L j1~ .J1l ..... ~ t"C 
DAlE: '1\l')."l3 I~''I.'3IqJ "I/z,.I« ~ qJ1511J <rlu ... ! .. j" <'J ~~"') L.9lt."II'13 
Tn£: 

l'lOO 110 J.:> If.,cooIs-ID I.:!':!O IZ.r;D /(-' ';C ".:,1) 

~ of neonates recorded for day observed; nee C\&Il.r 1W. 
@,= ,~~ ~ \"u"-"', 

(!... ~\e., IJ) .. Adult 

N'" Neonate 
A .. AI i"" 

Test 
Glnc. 

ReElicace 
Day I 2 3 4 567 8 9 10 

AD N* lID N lID N lID N lID N NJ· N AD N NJ N AD N ADi~ 

1 
2 

.~ 
r. 

~ 
0 

A 
.4 

!o 
c 

.4 In 
.4.0. 

.4 In 
,.l Ie 

A Ie> .4 (1) A ()
,1 V ,4 () k 0 

4·' 10 
,4 V 

r+ 0 
,'1-,;,} 

It l:J 
± D 

if"'" :rI( "\ 17"'(1'3 

C> ...... "\\ 11/'11 (v:s) 

_ .. (2.'(,\3- ("I-) 

® 



PJlCE; 


ESE QA FORM: 054 

EFFEcrIVE: April; 1986 

Sponsor: 

Test &lbst.ance: 

Test 
Coac.. 

Day 1 2 
AD N*AD N 

1 ,4 0 + fJ 
2 II (::;, ~o 
3 4 0 A 0 
4 .4 c. A 0 

100 1... 5 A 0 A I:) 

6 A 0 A 0 
7 A 0 A 0 

0 0 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

1 
2 
3 " 

4 
5 
6 
7 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

INIl'IALS: 

Tn£: 

SJBJECI': CERlODAPHNIA OiIDNIc TEST - SJRVIVAI.. 

Test Species: Ceriodaphnia ciubi...a 

Replicate' 
3 4 567 8 9 10 

AD N AD N AD N AD N AD N AD N AD N 

04 f) A II A :z, + t'J A- i) .4-. If! .0f. /) +- {) 
4 o· A d A, !i'".: ,,¢.,. !o 4 ...0, A 0 .4 .:: A ~ 
,4 0 A 0 .4 0 A lJ IJ. 0 .4 CI .-t!: 0 .f!. b 
.4 0 iF+ a lA o 4 0 A- c R c Ii  0 1+ C 

Pr .0 Po. 0 A () A 0 A 0 A 0 .A ,0. A Lo. 
A 0 A 0 A 0 ,... c 'p.. c P> O P. o p.. <:> 

iA 1.. 11: iQ A IU F\ e A- Le."' A 0 0 0 A b 
1 0 0 0. 0 0 J I 0 

1IN.JIbe.r of. neonates recor:tied for day obSoel"lled; not curul.ative. 

AD· Adult 
N" Neonate 
A" Alive 



-------------------------- ---------------

FISHERS EXACT TEST 

====~==========7.~========~================================================== 

NUMBER OF 

IDENTIFICATION ALIVE DEAD TOTAL ANIMALS 

CONTROL 10 o 10 

104.10% 9 1 

-------------~-----------------~--------------------------------------------

TOTAL . 19 1 20 
================~==========~=========--=======~====~================~======== 

CRITICAL FISHERS VALUE (10,10,10) (p=0.05) IS 6. b VALUE IS 9. 

Since b is greater than 6 there is no significant difference 


between CONTROL and TREATMENT'at the 0.05 level~ , 


FISHERS EXACT TEST 
============================================================================ 

NUMBER' OF 

IDENTIFICATION ALIVE DEAD TOTAL ANIMALS 

CONTROL. ,10 o 10 

10% 10 o 10 

TOTAL 20 o 20 
======================~=====================--=============================== 

CRITICAL FISHERS VALUE (10,10,10) (p=0.05) IS 6. b VALUE IS 10. 
Since b is greater than 6 there is rio significant difference 

between CONTROL and TREATMENT at the 0.05 level. 

FISHERS EXACT TEST 
============================================================================ 

NUMBER OF 

IDENTIFICATION ALIVE DEAD TOTAL ANIMALS 
-------------------------- ----------~----~ 

CONTROL 10 o 10 

.20% 10 o 10 
------------------------------------------------------------~---------------



-- -- --

----------------------------------------------------------------------------

'-" r 

TOTAL 20 o 20 
==================~=========================~============================== 

CRITICAL FISHERS VALUE >(10,10,10) (p=O.OS) IS 6. b VALUE IS 10. 

Since b is greater than 6 there is no significant difference 


between CONTROL and TREATMENT at the O.OS level. 


FISHERS EXACT TEST 
, =============================~==================~========================== 

NUMBER OF 

IDENTIFICATION ALIVE DEAD TOTAL ANIMALS 
----~---------------------

CONTROL 10 o 10 

40% 9 1 10 
---------~-~-------~---------~~--------------------------~------------------

TOTAL 19 1 20 

CRITICAL FISHERS VALUE (10,10,10) (p=o.OS) IS 6. b VALUE IS 9. 

Sinceb is greater than 6 there is no significant difference 


between CONTROL and TREATMENT at the O.OS·level. 


FISHERS EXACT TEST 
======================================================================== 

NUMBER OF 

IDENTIFICATION ALIVE DEAD TOTAL ANIMALS 

CONTROL 10 o 10 

100% 9 1 10 

TOTAL 19 1 20 
=============================--============--================================ 

CRITICAL'-FISHERS VALUE (10,10,10) (p=O.OS) IS 6. b VALUE IS 9. 

Since b is greater than 6 there is no significant difference 


between CONTROL and TREATMENT at .the 0.05 level. 


SUMMARY OF FISHERS EXACT TESTS 
~~------------------------------------------------.-------------------------

NUMBER NUMBER SIG 



----- ------------------------- ----------- ----------- -------

:>;n - c· cU-'-"" .... .) 1.,1(" 'V ..... , t(C;J . ~ J \..t.; . 1\ - - I ' ..---
GROUP IDENTIFICATION EXPOSED DEAD (P=.OS)

- . 

CONTROL 10 0 

1 4.10% 10 1 

2 10% 10 0 

3 20% 10 0 

4 40% 10 1 

5 100% 10 1 


--------------------------~-------------------------------------~-----~-----



1" ('1(31 r.,tt- .."........ - 

~ .'l130{~3ITT Rayonier - Ceriodaphnia reproduction 
File: 	ITT Transform: NO TRANSFORMATION 

Shapiro wilks test for normality 
----------------------~-----------------------------------------------------_. 

D = 1316.404 

w = 	 10.857 

critical w (P = 0.ti5) (n = 50) = 0.947 
critical W (P = 0.01) (n = 50) =0.930 

Data FAIL normality test. Try another transformation. 

warning - The two homogeneity tests are sensitive to non-normal data and 
should not be performed. 

ITT Rayonier - Ceriodaphnia reproduction 

File: 	ITT Transform: NO TRANSFORMATION 


Bartletts test for homogeneity of variance 


Calculated B statistic = 40.73 

Table Chi-square value = 15.09 (alpha = 0.01) 

Table Chi-square value = 11.07 (alpha·= 0.05) 


Average df used in calculation ==> df (avg n - 1) = 7.33 
Used for Chi-square table value ==> df (#groups-1) = 5 

----------~----------------------------------------------------~-------------. 

Data FAIL homogeneity test at 0.01 level. Try another transformation. 

NOTE: 	 If groups have unequal replicate sizes the average replicate size is 
used to calculate the B statistic (see above). 



ITT Rayonier - Ceriodaphnia reproduction 
File: ITT Tran$form: NO TRANSFORMATION 

WILCOXON RANK SUM TEST WI BONFERRONI ADJUSTMENT Ho:Control<Treatment 
--------~--------------------~------------------------~---------------------

GROUP . IDENTIFICATION 
---- -------------------

TRANSFORMED 
MEAN 

----------
RANK 

SUM 
------

CRIT • 
VALUE 
-----

REPS 
----

SIG 

1 Control 
·2 4.10% 
3 10% 
4 20% 
5 40% 
6 100% 

15.500 
24.625 
30.714 
24.333 
14.750 

0.200 

92.00 
84.00 

115.00 
63.50 
55.00 

45.00 
35.00 
56.00 
45.00 
68.00 

8 
7 
9 
8 

10 * 
Critical values use k = 5, are 1 tailed, and alpha = 0.05 



ESE Project No. 3933000V-0400-3140 

REFERENCE TOXICANT TEST DATA 



TRIMMED SPEARMAN.-KARBER METHOD. MONTANA STATE UNIV. 


FOR REFERENCE, CITE: 

HAMILTON, M.A~, R.C. RUSSO, AND R.V. THURSTON, 1977. 

TRIMMED SPEARMAN-KARBER METHOD FOR ESTIMATING MEDIAN 

LETHAL CONCENTRATIONS IN TOXICITY BIOASSAYS. 

ENVIRON. SCI. TECHNOL. 11(7): 714-719; 

CORRECTION 12(4):4~7 (1978). 


DATE: 9/25/93 TEST-NUMBER: DURATION: 48 HOURS 
CHEMICAL: SDS SPECIES: C. DOBIA 

RAW DATA: 
CONCENTRATION (mg/L) '. 2.50' 5.00 10.00 20.00 40.00 
NUMBER EXPOSED: 10 10 10 10 10 
MORTALITIES: 1 o 7 9 10 
SPEARMAN-KARBER TRIM: 5.0.0% 

SPEARMAN-KARBER ESTIMATES: LC50: 8.82 

95% LOWER CONFIDENCE: 6.79 

95% UPPER CONFIDENCE: 11.47 


NOTE: 	 MORTALITY PROPORTIONS'WERE NOT MONOTONICALLY INCREASING. 
ADJUSTMENTS WERE MADE PRIOR TO SPEARMAN-KARBER .ESTIMATION. 

-'---- 



( 

nvironmen~al science &.Engineering, Inc. 
quatic Toxicology Laboratory 
ainesville, Florida 

~ 

SUBJECT: 

Page:
ESE QA FORM: 097SD5 

Effective: January 1993 

REFERENCE TOXICANT TEST' DATA SHEET '. 

Client: . (V\.t~c. • Project Number: J'l 330o()'-f - ~'1'~ 

T est M.a t , e ria 1 , T est Con d i t ion s , 
; 

Amount SDS: 'Of (00.2..
Volume of Milli-Q water: 
Date Prepared: tt!2s{cD 

II!:?9 
g 
mL 

C>Z1 Definitive 

[ 1 Screening 

~) static 

Duration : 

.. 

Llc? ~ 
T est Ani mal His tor y Dilution water: 2.0 7. ~~~ ~ ~c i-" N1.v - Q 

Species ·• G ~..,.. Lighting .• ~F Fluorescent [ ) Incandescent 

Batch Number C1) <"\ 2l{ 'h Photoperiod : 1(,. hr Light : <? hr Dark
·•l\ge 1 Life stage : L z..ti I.. .,.....,/f 

.L~.l.  3.3Date Acclimation I Maintenance Began : ~ll~I~3 Test container Dimensrons:~L x - W x --H 
cm . 

for raw data. . '. Test containers · ( )Open (x] Covered 
Mortality (%) 48 Hrs prior to testing: 0 % Test container Volume · · 0.0,3 Liters 

Diluent Volume · ·• 0. cd (' 

See Page' 14 I of . C l J ..u..-- ~<.-""'-t 1+''''''ryLog . Test Solution Height •• "L. 

Liters 
Test "rea Used Temperature (C) Salinity (ppt) 

Reps 1 Concentration · '2'. · 
~.....rL- ZS ':i'l~"~/- l 0+1- 0 Animals 1 Replicate 5L">'~ ·· 

Protocol Followed: I rJ~ { ~co / 4,rrlu<1 f-' <)..('~ A -~ 

Concentrations Based on: [ ) A. I. M .W.M. II container Composition: [ ) Glass P(] Plastic. 

Test Concentrations: (Units a: mg/L ): Control ,.) ~ 1<'::> 20 L{o 

Amount Dilution water Added (_L): 100 ~'1..1S _:1"\. S 9'1 99 ~fo 
Amount SDS stock Added (~ ): N/A Ol~ ().~ I 1. ~ 
Additional Observations: 

Data By: Date: "lIM ('I)~"'-O 

~. Of. SDS~:\ 



) 

t, 
Environmental Science & Engineering, Inc. Page: 
Aquatic Toxicology Laboratory ESE QA Form No.: 097 SDS 
Gainesville, Florida Effective: APR 1993 

REFERENCE TOXICANT TEST DATA: DAY 0 and 1 ] 
Client: 1"N";c.. project Number: '393'3~" -o'-{OQ II Species: C· d;.·Joio....II I 

Date: ~/zs' /93 Day: 0 I 

Nominal Time: 1~5D Analyst: :r~ ..
Concentration 

(tN'1 (t..) # fliv: Obs. Temp. (C) Sal. (ppt) _ 0..0. (mg/L) pH 

Control 5 5 iU('fI~ 23, (I B.t PI-. 
\

l.s" S -.5 --
~ .5 S -
10 .5 5 I .~ 

'Z.Il> -5 S I -
yo .5 ..s i -J 'I ..... ,J., ,[..... 

Date: 9/ 2 (').1 (13 Day: 1 

Nominal Time: 50 0 Analyst: 'YK
Concentration 

#i4- Ali~e ~ ObsR Temp. (C) Sal. (ppt) D.O. (mg/L) pH 

Control 5 5 - - - -'

2.5" It-j 5 1/'1..1.£1 
-. -- -

S 
-. 

5 5 . .. - -

.5 3 2c/('t..:/ 
. - - -'0 

L/ IJ..~,j -4 1"'......1 - - -20 

l./() 0 0 ~kui 'ic/~,-d 25·r; 7. c, 8.2. 



Environmental Science & Engineering, Inc. Page:
Aquatic Toxicology Laboratory . ESE QA Form No.: 097 SDS 
Gainesville, Florida Effective: APR 1993 

REFERENCE TOXICANT TEST DATA: FINAL DAY 


Client:· ~~c... Project Number: 3q3~t.;~-c\.(0"<:1 II Species: (. • c:L..,,-,,1Cl..
" 

"Date: ~.i'~'hl ~(7-11'13 . Day: 2 
"''0 I 

:
Nominal Time: lS~ Analyst: f"\-o

_Concentration 
.(-f'-7/t ) 

Control 

2-5 
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« ERNS INITIAL NOTIFICATION REPORT » 
« REGION 4 ,»,.:$ 

';\"':'r

Regional Case I: 81 ______ ~----------------------------------L~~~- ~______________________________ _ 
R~port Date: 07/31/93 Report Time: 1417 Regional Time: 0 Multiple?: NO 

Received By : Multiple Regional Casel: 

NRC Report? :. YES NRC Casel: 189919 SSI Report?: NO 

Date Entered : 06/07/94 Time Entered: 14:12:19 CR_ERNS Casel: 


A. REPORTER Confidentiality Requested?: Affiliation: 


Reported By Telephone: 

Address 

City/State/Zip: County: 

----------------------------------------------~----~----~------------------

B. DISCHARGER Affiliation: PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 

Discharger Telephone: 
Contact Name . OWN, 2nd Telephone: 
Address : HWY 301 Facility IDI: 
City/State/Zip: JESSOP, GA 31545 County: 
- -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - ---------- ------- - - - - - - - --------- - - - - -- - --'- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - ---
C. INCIDENT LOCATION 

Address: HWY 301 

i
City/State/Zip: . 'GAt~;J1i'5:45irj 
County : Milepost: 
Latitude. ': Deg: Min: ·Sec: 
Longitude : peg: Min: Sec: 

D. DATE Discovery Date: 07/31/93 Spill Date: 07/31/93 Spill Time: 1230 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- - ---- -- - - - - - - - .~- -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --
E. MATERIAL Material Type: 19THER g 

____~M~a~t~e~r~i~a~l~N~am~e~(s~)L-·---- UN DOT __-=C~AS~___ CC QUANTITY UNIT WATER QNTY >RQ 
BIrAI(J!'.K'~1'11J!FQri@R ':fI NCC 0 • 00 UNK 'iY~f!Of@ _ ~;;~'::':"_~' _____ "_ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _______ _ ___ _ ___ _ __ _ __ _ ____ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ________ _ ____ ~'~ ~ ':'t ___ _ 
F. SOURCE Source Type: - FIXED FACILITY 

No. of Tanks: 0 Tank Capacity: 0.00 NONE VID I: 
Source Coments: 

G. MEDIUM Medium Type: - WATER 

Waterway Affected: ALTAMAHA RIVER 

B. CAUSE Cause Type: '- NONE SELECTED 

Cause Comments: WA!!1'ER"FROM' ,THE 'PLANT IS CONTAMINATING THE RIVER 

t. DAMAGE Injuries: Deaths: Property Damage> $50,000 : NO 

J. ACTIONS Evacuation: NO 
NONE 

K. NOTIFIED Agency Type: NONE SELECTED 

Agency Name: 
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« ERRS INITIAL NOTIFICATION REPORT » 

« REGION 4 » 


Regional Case #: 93-2793 
-- - ----- - - - - - - - - ---- -- - - -	 - - - - - - ---- - - - - - - - -.- - - . 	 - - - -------- - -- - -"- --- - - - - - - ------ - . 
L. COMMENTS .- -See Attachment-

M. RESPONSE AND EVALUATION Response Comments: --See Attachment-

Primary Responding Agency 
Secondary Responding Agency: 
Other Responding Agency 

N. REGION SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

Fed. Facility F Other F TSCA F 
ENPDES F RCRA F water F 
Tributary To: 
Comments: See Attached 

FOLLOW-UP. 

C. INCIDENT LOCATION 	 Dun & Bradstreet#: 

F. SOURCE 	 Source Code: 

G. 	MEDIUM . Medium Code: 

Threat(s): 


H. CAUSE 	 Cause Code: 

J. ACTIONS 	 Evacuation Number: a 
,. 

M. RESPONSE & EVALUATION 	 Incident Status: NONE SELECTED 

Emergency Response Activity: NO Emergency Response Activity Date: 

Responding OSC: 

Action Memo Date: Action Memo Approved?: NO 

Release Investigation?: NO POLREP Date: 

On-Scene Monitoring?: NO Telephone Assistance?: NO 

TDD#: 

Enforcement Activities: 


ATTACHMENT 

- -Comments-
~~~~EN ON/WATER, BUT THE WATER TURNS FROM GREEN TO BROWN OR BLACK 

--Response Comments-

--Regional Comments-

PAGE 2 




~ \~~fi~ < < ERNS INITIAL NOTIFICATION REPORT > > 

\~_~ < < REGION 4 > > 


(:;;'rt-D~i~;-~--o7!Jli93-----ie~~~~i!J~!!!iegiDDBl Time: 0 Multiple?: NO 
'. Received By : Multiple Regional Case#: 
\. NRC Report?: YES NRC Case#: 189919 SSI Report?: NO 

Date Entered:· 06107/94 Time Entered: 14:12:19 CR ERNS Case#: 

A. REPORTER Confidentiality Requested?: Mfiliation: 

Reported By : Telephone:

Address : 

City/State/Zip: County: 


B. DISCHARGER Mfiliation: PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 

Discharger : lTTRAINIER Telephone:
Contact Name : UNKNOWN, 2nd Telephone: . 
Address : HWY301 Facility ID#: 
City/State/Zip: JESSOP, GA 31545 County: 

C. INCIDENT LOCATION . ~D 
(jjA ')0 ...

Address: HWY301 

City/State/Zip: JESSOP, GA 31545 

County . WAYNE Milepost:

Latitude Deg: Min: Sec: 

Longitude Deg: Min: Sec: . 


D.DATE Discovery Date: 07/31193 Spill Date: 07131193 Spill Time: 1230 

E. MATERIAL Material Type: OTHER 

Material Name(s) UNDOT. CAS CC QUANTITY UNIT WATER ONTY> R( 
BLACK LIQUOR Nce 0.00 UNK 0.00 

F. SOURCE . Source Type: - FIXED FA ClLITY 

No. of Tanks: 0 Tank Capacity: 0.00 NONE VID #: 
Source Comments: 
-------~-------------------------------------------~----------------------------

G. MEDIUM Medium Type: - WATER -
" 

Waterway Mfected: ALTAMAHA RIVER 

H. CAUSE Cause Type: - NONE SELECTED - . 

Cause Comments: WATER FROM THE PLANT IS CONTAMINATING THE RIVER 

I. DAMAGE! Injuries: Deaths: Property Damage> $50,000 : NO 

J. ACTIONS Evacuation: NO 
NONE 

K.NO'I'IFIED Agency Type: NONE SELECTED 

Agency Name: 

PAGE 1 



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------

< < ERNS INITIAL <NOTIFICATION REPORT > > 
« REGION 4 » 

Regional Case #: 93-2793 

L. COMMENTS --See Attachment-
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
M. RESPONSE AND EVALUATION Response Comments: --See Attachment-

Primary Responding Agency : 
Secondary Responding Agency: 
Other Responding Agency < : 

N. REGION SPECIFIC·INFORMATION 

Fed. Facility F Other .F TSCA F 
ENPDES F RCRA F Water F 
Tributary' To: 
Comments: See Attached 

. . . . 

FOLLOW-UP 

C. INCIDENT LOCATION 	 Dun & Bradstreet#: 

F. SOURCE 	 Source Code: 

G.MEDIUM· 	 Medium Code: 
Threat(s): 

B.CAUSE 	 . Cause Code: 

J. ACTIONS 	 Evacuation Number: o 
M. RESPONSE & EV ALUATIONInCident Status: NONE SELECTED 

Emergency Response Activity: NO Emergency Response Activity Date: 

Responding OSC: 

Action Memo Date:' Action Memo Approved?: NO 

Release Investigation?: NO POLREP Date: . 

. On-Scene Monitoring?: NO Telephone Assistance?: NO 

TDD#: 

Enforcement Activities: 


ATTACHMENT 

--Comments-
NO SHEEN ON WATER, BUT THE WATER TURNS FROM GREEN TO BROWN OR BLACK 

--Response Comments-

--Regional Comments-
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Attachment 2 
---3~Brood Survival & Reproduction 

Chronic Test - ABP- GA EPD 

AQUATIC BIOMONITORING CHRONIC TESTING 


I. T. T. RAYONIER. INC. WPCP 


SEPTEMBER 1993 


GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF S -\ Tl'RAL RESOURCES 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIOS DIVISION 


205 BUTLER STREET. S.E. 

FLOYD TOWERS F.\ST 


ATLANTA, GEORGi \ :033.+ 
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SUMMARY 

A 3-brood survival and reproduction chronic test using C~riodaphnia dubia was conducted September 

22·28. 1993 on 3 I.:omposite eftluent samples from the l. T. T. Rayonier. Inc. Water Pollution Control Plant 

(WPCP). 

A signiticant reduction in reprodul.:tion as compared to the control group occurred in the 100% 

. effluent concentration. All the daphnids in the control and effluent dilutions survived until the test end. The 
. . 

No Observed Effect Concentration (NOEC) and the Lowest Observed Effect Concentration (LOEC) for 

reproduction equaled 40% and 100% eft1uent. respectively. The instream wastewater concentration ([WC) 

is 4.15 % eft1uent under critical low tlow environmental conditions. Chronic toxicity is predicted in the 

receiving stream whenever the eft1uent [WC is higher than the NOEC. Since the IWC (4.15 %) is less than 

the NOEC (40%). instream chronic toxicity was not predicted. Acute toxicity was not documented in the . 

chronic test. 

[NTRODUCTION 

The Aquatic Biomonitoring Project (ABP), Intensive Surveys Unit of the Environmental Protection 

Division (EPD). is responsible for performing acute and chronic toxicity tests on treated eft1uent discharges 

throughout the State of Georgia. Over the September 20-24, 1993 period. personnel from the Facilities 

Monitoring Unit (FMU) of EPD collected three 24-hour· composite effluent samples from the outfaIls 001 

. and 002 of the I. T. T. Rayonier. Inc. WPCP (NPDES Permit 'No. GAOOO3620). The samples were 

delivered to the ABPbase facility by ABP and FMU personnel. The results of the chemical analysis 

conducted. for the compliance sampling inspection are available from the FMU. The WPCP discharge is 

located in the Water Quality Management Unit 0691 in the Altamaha River Basin. Testing was .initiated on 



September 22 using the invertebrate test species Ceriodaphnia dubia (daphnid) and was completed on 

September 28, 1993. 

MATERlALS AND METHODS 

Testing was performed following the procedures in th~ U.S. EPA Freshwater Chronic ManuaP and 

the recent Revision 1".· The test conducted was the '~Cladoceran. Ceriodaphnia dubia, Survival and 

Reproduction Test Method 1002.0." The refrigerated effluent samples were acclimated to room temperature 

and test dilutions were prepared daily. The tirst composite sa,mple was used for the test initiation and the day 

. 2 renewal. The 2nd and 3rdcomposite samples were used for renewals on days 3 & 4 and 5 & 6. 

respectively. The percent concentrations of the et'tluent used in this test were 100. 40. 20. 10 and 4.15% 

plus a dilution water control. The dilution water used in this test was aged reconstituted moderately hard 

(RMH) water. 

The 4.15%eftluent concentration represents the treatment facility {We at critical low tlow 

environmental conditions. This value was obtained by dividing the facility longterm average discharge tlow 

of 63 million gallons per day (mgd) by the sum of that number plus the upstream critical low stream tlow 

(7QI0 or the average 7-day tlow having a 10 year recurrence interval). The Water Quality Management 

Program computed the 7QI0 value of 2250 cubic feet/second for the Altamaha River using the upstream 

drainage area and productivity factors from nearby locations having tlow data. The facility average discharge 

flow was obtained from the facility discharge records. 

The dissolved. oxygen (D.O.) concentration was measured using a YeUpw Springs Instrument Co. 

(YSI) Model 57 D.O.lTemp. meter (serial #12803). The meter was calibrated daily with tap water using the 


azide modification of the WinkJer titrametric method. The pH measurements were made with a Beckman 44 


, pH meter (serial #0160179) which was calibrated daily. Thl! 'rl!Cltil.: conductance of each concentration was 


.measured with a VWR Digital Conductivity Meter (serial #0:38"<.4\ .:alibrated daily (reported values corrected 
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for cell factor and temperature}. Alkalinity was determined using U.S. EPA Method 310.13 by titration with 

sulfuric acid solution N/50 (O.0202-O.0198N). Total hardness was estimated using U.S. EPA Method 130.23 

by titration with sodium (Di) ethylenediamine tetraacetate (EDTA) after treating with Hydrogen Peroxide. 

Thetmal residual chlorine (TRC) was expected to be measured with a HACH DR 100 colorimeter 

. (serial #870723398). It was not possible to measure the TRC in the three composite samples as thesample 

color and turbidity were above the instrument's capability t.() zero out with a blank. The HACH colorimeter 

was checked for accuracy on September 15, 1993 against a series of potassium permanganate standards (0.02. 

0.10, 0.50, 1.00. and 2.00 mg/l). Performance of the meter was found to be acceptable. 

The test organisms used ranged in age from 18.8-22.3 hours old, at the start of the chronic test. The 

Methods":: require that neonates used in the chronic test be less than 24 hours old ~nd that they all be within 

an 8 hour age range. The ~eonates used were obtained from females that had at least 15 total live young in 

the first three broods and had at least 8 live young in the second or third brood. The organisms were fed 

daily by adding 0.1 ml each of the daphnid chow mix and the algal food culture to the test cups after they 

were poured. The cups were placed in the trays according to the randomization grid selected for the test. 

The test trays were then placed in the incubator for final temperature acclimation prior to transferring the 

daphnids at the initiation and subsequent daily renewals. The daphnid chow used was a yeast. wheat cereal 

leaves and trout chow mix. The algal food culture of 34.8-37.9 million cells/ml of SelenaStrum caoricornutum 

was grown and concentrated at the ABP base facility. The original culture was obtained from the University 

of Texas. 

The test temperature was maintained at 25 ±1°C using a Precision dual program illuminated ~ncubator 

which was set for a 16-hour' photoperiod. The water temperatures were continuously recorded inside three 

sealed test tubes with 25 ml of water using an Electronic Controls Design, Inc. (ECD) Model 50 Datalogger. 

(Thermocouple, N'IST tested), (serial #9108-1566). 
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The effluent and reference standard toxicant test survival and reproduction data were analyzed using, .. 

the University of Wyoming, Fish Physiology and Toxicology Laboratory, "TOXSTAT 3.3" statistical 

computer program. 

QU ALITY CONTROL 

The sensitivity of the test organisms was validated with a 3-brood survival and reproduction chronic 

standard toxicant test which was conducted using 3.7-8.6hour old daphnids September 21-28. 1993. l}le 

r 
standard toxicant used was cadmium chloride (CdCI0 obtained from the U.S. EPA Cincinnati QA Branch. 

The nominal test concentrations used were 37.5. 16.9,6.25. 3.76 and 1.88 J.Lg/\ plus a dilution water control 

of RMH water. The average total hardness of the dilution water was 7.8 mgll as CaCO). 

A median lethal concentration (LC50) was not calculated since 50% mortality did not occur within 

the first 48 hours of the test. The reproduction data were analyzed with the Dunnett's Test to determine 

whether the mean reproduction was significantly reduced in the cadmium chloride dilutions' than that 

occurred in the RMH water control. The standard toxi.cant chronic NOEC and LOEC for survival were 16.9 

and 37.5 J.Lg/I, respectively. The standard toxicant chronic NOEC and LOEC for reproduction were 6.25 and 

16.9 J.Lg/l, respectively; Subsamples of the 37.5, 16.9, 6.25. 3.76, and 1.88 J.Lg/l nominal dilutions were 

collected and submitted to the EPD Water Quality Laboratory for test concentration verit1cation. The control 

survival was 100% in the cadmium chloride standard toxicant chronic test and. in the effluent chronic test. 

( The U :S. EPA Methods l .: require that control survival equal or exceed 90% in acute tests and 80% in chronic 

tests for test validity. 

The minimum D. O. concentration measured during the tcst period was 4.9 mg/l. This value is 

equivalent to 59.1 % of saturation' which is above the 40% minimum amount required when conducting 

chronic static testing of warm water species. 

Interior incubator air and water temperatures were 11\ gged dail y, and they were maintained at the 

desired level. The air temperature in the incubator ranget.l"d\l, een 23 and 27°C during the test period. The 

4 
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minimum, maximum and average water temperature values were recorded from the ECD Model 50 

Datalogger . The average water temperatures. which were recorded continuously, is summarized in th~ 

following table. 

Time Period 

PM 930921-22 AM 

AM 930922-23 

AM 930923-24 

Dav 
0 

1 

2 

Min. (Oel 

24.3 

24.2 

24.1 

Max. ee) 
25.3 

25.1 

25.3 

Avg. eC) 

24.8 

24.7 

24.7 

I· 

AM 930924-25 

AM 930925-26 

AM 9'30926-27 

AM 930927-28 

3 
4

5 

6 

23.8 

23.5 

23.4 

23.4 

25.2 

24.8 

24.9 

25.0 

24.4 

.24.2 

24.3 

24.4 

TEST RESULTS' 

Field TRC measurements were made by FMU personnel at the effluent sampling 'location using 10% 

dilutions. The values were: 

Date Sample Type TRe(me:/l) 

930920 Grab 001 1.00 

930920 -, Grab 002 1.30 

930921 Grab 001 1.07 

.930921 Grab 002 2.30 

930921 Composite (930920-21) 1.20 

930922 Grab 001 .0.80 

930922 Grab 002 0.80 

930923 Grab 001 0.60 . i 

930923 Grab 002 0.80 

930923 Composite (930922-23) 0.70 

930924 Grab 001 0.80 

930924 Grab 002 0.80 

930924 Composite (930923-2~) 0:50 
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[t is not possible to ascertain from the data how much of the measured TRC was due to false positive 

interferences such as DPD reaction with manganese. nitrite. or strong oxidizers and/or previously introduced 

residual chlorine compounds. The three composite samples were dark: brown in color. slightly turbid with 

fine suspended solids. and. had a pulp mill odor. 

The data sheets for the eftluent and standard toxicant testing are attached to this report. A summary 

of the chronic effluent test reproduction and survival data is provided below. 

Test 
Dilution 

Mortality At 48 
Hours .. 

Mortality At 
141 Hours 

M ve 
Youn ale 

Cone.'s 
w/Chronie

Effect 

Chronic 
Endpoint 

Control None None 23.9 N/A ... , 

4.l5% None None 26.5 ~one None 
10% None None 26.0 None None 

20% None None 25.4 None None 
40% None None 23.1 None NOEC 
100% None None 6.9 Yes LOEC 

The Bonforroni T -Test was used to statistically compare the mean number of live young per female 

in the control and effluent dilutions. The eftluent of this treatment facility was found to have chronic effect 

to daphnids at the 100% concentration. The NOEC and LOEC for reproduction were 40% and 100% of 

the effluent. respectively. Since the NOEC (40%) is greilter than the [WC (4.15%). instream chronic toxiCity 

is not predicted under critical low tlow conditions. Acute toxicity was not documented in the chronic test. 
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TEST DATA SHEETS 
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C••OIIIC TOXICITY EVALUATION UPA/600/4-I!QIOOI J 

~Y 0' CLADOC£lAlI SU.V1VAL AIIO 'EPIQ)UCTfOli TEST 'AU 


!GENeY CONOUCTING T(5;: ~¥.I'." O.'·EPO·_P·ISU·ASP ~.etL1T" ":S~E': :. ~. ~. Ilayenn!,. !:"I:. vPCP 
';:snNG ;!AlES: ':\0922 <')4S"41,: • n0928 (~809·091~' ,poes _aea: ' ;'000362~ 

OILUllOM WAfER: 'h~CgoSSltyte<J MOO."',.,X ,.at'd (11M") 0+ ;30QZO 	 EFFLUENT: ?uthllS ~01 & OC2 
1£5T SPECIES: C.,':cap""" auo •• 
resT OIGA.ISIO ACE: l!,S-ZZ.! 'fl. Old It ~n! st.-, (1.'5) 

TUT COIIal.!R!, PIU!I.' A....'O'·"95""i DAILY fEEOING:~ ALGAL CONCENTUTE (3... 8-37.9 10' .~"$I'" I 
~ DAPHNID CHOW (YilT) 

TE"PlATE 'N~8ER: 

CONUINEL.UU: ~ VOL,,"!: ...!l..!!!i

•• TEST OICAl1ISM ALiVE •• rEST ORGANISM MISSING G • GRAVID FEIlALE (LIVE) 
E • EPMIPPIAL FeMALE f ~ MALE Me • MOLTED e"..'0(5) 
•• TEST OIGA.ISM DEAD u • ACCIDENTAL DEAT. ••• NUMBER 0' OEAD TOUNe

•• _au Of lIVE TOUNG I • II<I4OTILE • _!GMlf SUESSED 

TS: 

CONe,· ••• 

UP. CUP I, • 
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6 16 · 
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I 
'. 

SG 'ME G 
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:; 44X AX 
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G 1,(1 i 6G I G 

0 4G 7C G 

G I.G 70 G 

G sa 9G 0 
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,ilG 

AX 

lOG 
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7 07 G bG G 70 I 140 

a 111 I G S(O 70 0 I3G i 
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9 S~ G SG SG G lie 

10 ,20 G 50 80 0 '20 

CONC •• 201: 

7 TTl. ' IEP. CUP 
LIVE • •TOUNG 

! 25 1 41 

-- il 32 

20 1 33 

20 I, 54 

22 5 ,~ 

27 6 56 

27 T 57 

2S S 58 

24 9 29 

25 10 60 

1 
I 1 

! 

i 

· 
I · 

I 

OAT 

2 3 4 S 0 7 TTL 
LIVE 
'HlJNG 

'. I 4G SG 14G G i 20 

'. 4G SG ,4(0 G 26 

• 40 SC 13G I G 25 

u lG G SG lOG 21 

~ 4G BG G '2G 2. 

: 4G eo '4G G 26 

; SG 90 lOG 0 30 

" "0 SG 12. 0 2, 

~ 5G 9G G 1]1i 21 

; I 1,(1 SO G 
I 

IlG 25 

",-,"au OF fEI<U es > 9 ,IVE YOUllGIfE~ALE • 23,9 1> 115 NUM8El 0' 'E.....lES ,I V!• !O 

COHC,> 4,15'1 OAT ! CONe,> "0'1; I OAT 

REP. CUP 1 2 \ 1 4 5 o 1. 7 rH_ RE~ , CUP 1 2 4I I I ) 5 0 7 TTL. 
/I /I LIVE /I /I ' LIVE 

?ruNG TruNG 

, 51 .. G 4G 90 '5G G 25 1 31 - 50 8G 130 0 

~1' 2 42 · 0 4(; SG 150 G 27 Z 52 ;; SO SO lOG G 

1 13 · G 4G 5G 4G IIG 27 3 Zl G 4G SG G 110 

4 II, · G 4G 9G G 14G 27 I, 34 · .. SG SG G lOG 21 

5 15 · G 3G SG G 70 15 5 55 G 1,(; 80 9G G 21 

6 40 · G 5G 80 I3C 0 26 6 36 ! :; SG 7G 6G 0 '8 

7 27 · G SG 9Ci G ,60 30 7 47 , ~ 6G 70 IZG 0 25 

e os i 0 6G 91 G 16G 31 e U · G 50 70 G 120 21, 

9 09 · C 4G IIG G ISO 21 9 49 G 4G 90 'OG 23 

1O ,0 G 5G 7G G 15G 27 11)' 40 I !i· 60 IG G 25 

_aEIO' fellALES • 10 ,IVE TOUIIG/FEIlALE • 26,5 I> 265 NUMlEi Of tEMAlES • 'I) LIVE TOUNGIFEMAl E • 23, I t= 231 

CON:C •• ,0'1; ! OAT COlIC, • 100'1; DAY 

REP. CUP I 1 2 S I I, 5 6 7 TTl. R!P. CUP I I• ' I I 3 4 I s 6 I 7 !TL, I 
/I 

/I I livE /I I liVE i 
'OUNG I '':lJIIC 

1 01 · G 4G, 9<: lie G 24 , 21 · G Zl41 'G 3MI G 4 
G 3G 

2 22 i G 5G 7e l'G G 23 , ,2 
I • 2G Zl4E 5. I G 1\ 

I.G 

1 03 i · (; 5G G 'OG '2G 
! . 

,1 3 51 
j 

G 2ME 4(; 'G G 0 
IG 

4 24 I G 4G IIG G IlG 25 4 04: ~ 4G G Ie 3(; ! 

5 05 j G 5a 7G G 16G ze S 45 I • I G 3G 3"1 4ME G a 
3a 2<: 

6 26 , G 5G IIG G lOG Il I 0 06 I · C I.E I 1ME G eME Z 
! 20 G G i 

1 17 i · G 4G 7G (0 14G I .l'I 7 37 I 
! 

GI 2G lMI 5. G 10 
SG 

8 38 ·, G 6G lOG 80 aG I 12 ! 48 i ~ lC 4G G 4ME 0 !IG 

9 19 G i 5G SG G i5G 1 ! :,! 9 19 I G 3C 3ME G '-'IE I a 
ZG 3C 

10 10 , C 4G 1G G 
I 

14G : :, ') 50 · G 3G 3~ G lICE I 6 
i ! ze 

au OF FEMAlU • ,0 LIVE TOUIIG/FtMAlE • 26.0 :. ''': .. .lllN1 O' FEMAlES • ~o LIVE TOU_GIFEllAl! • 6,9 t: 69 II 
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:K.OIIIC· TOIICI TY fVALUAT 1011 CfPAll>OOIi ,591001) 
~., Q' S_LE coe'UCAL .00 'HYSlCAL DAn 

lGeNCY CONQUCTING TeS!: Gtors., ONR·§O<J·r-!$U·18' 
-,STING OlIn: H0922 "348-141;1 . 'lcoza (0809·~935)

" JlcUIION ·.lTU: RecOl"lSSl~;YSm1 "O(1er!sI~I ~ara , R"HI 2t ~3092~ 

;:'!IIPLAf£ a: , U : 'U • \ S ... !..l, 

SIMPtE ., I,\J4PLE .2 '..,PLE '1 'lJIPLE 

HOE S..,Pl£ I C_.u I :::ft)Ot:iU 1 :~It. ,1 : Oarll: oro,,"; 

OAIUSl. COLLECTEO 930920'21 , ,30922-23 I 9309lJ·Z4 _2: Dar'l Of"ovn: 

TIME COLLECTeD I 1430·1430 '000-1000 1000·1000 '1: Cart bro..n: 

lEST OAYS USED 1 t 2· I 
I & " I 5 • 6 

JAY 
COliC.: RMM , , I 3 . ; 6 1 

TEMP 'C • 21.9 23. ! 23.5 22.1 <l.5 22.6 

0.0. INlflAL 1. ! 7._ '.3 1.35 1.4 
r._ 

r:! WAl 1.7 7.8 I 1.65 7.9 •. 3 7.25 

," lJr.lT !At. 1.87 8.05 I S.ll 8.06 S.11o 8.17 

r: illlA&. 8.29 8.37 I S.18 a.•5 S.loo 8.4S 

'L~ I.ITT onQ/I 55' 56 56 56 H 56 

1~78 16 ao I 80 '8 76 

280 282 I 282 284 285 285 
TRC ""lll 

DAY 
CONC.: 4.151'. , 2 3 4 5 6 1 

TEMP ·C • 20.9 22.8 22.3 22.4 22.6 22.a 

0.0. 'NlfIAL 7.8 6.9 7.• 7.35 7.1, 7.]5 

FINA 7.9 7.7 7.6 7.7 7.2 7.1 
oM INITIAL 7.74 8.02 8,05 8.07 8.12 8.16 

FINAL 8.37 8.40 B.2] 8.43 8.Se 8.04 

ALKAliNITY moll ~9 71 84 84 ~9 70 

MARONESS .." I 82 eo 80 78 82 84 .. 

~""ENTS 

oulo "', l t OdOr; fine ~O\ Ids 

'tIery 11M JOlldS I 

verv f il'\e sot ias; DII.HO fill' l \ OdOr 

CCM<ENTS 

i 

I 

CCMlEwU 

CONOUCt I'lilT 384 :02 399 '89 3;1 405 
IRC !!WIll ! ~! " ~lY COMMENTS ,iCONC. : 1C~ 

, 2 I I 4 , 6 ! 
, 

TE"P 'c • 21. 7 23.2 i 22.] 22.7 22.6 22.10 1 
I 0.0. INITIAL 7.6 7.3 1.3 7.2 '.35 7.3 I 

FINAL 7.7 1.6 '.5 1.1 7.0 1.' 
014 INIT fAL 7.95 8.09 8.07 8.06 8.12 8.15 

FINAL 8.]9 8.{'4 !.29 8.48 8.51 ·8.30 
ALKALINITY ""1/\ .. .. I .. .. .. .. 
MARONESS ""1/\ .. .. .. .. .. .. 
CONOUCTIVITY 00 516 52! .539' 540 535 562 - ;;UC !!1CJ/I 

OAT CCMIIENTS 
CONe.: 201'. 1 2 1 4 5 6 7 

!EMP"C 0 .2.0 23.0 22. t 22.9 22.9 23.3 
7.'5 7.35 1.2 6.8 

FINA~ 7.75 1.7 7.65 7.0 

"M IIIIYIAL 8.03 8.07 8.07 9.01 ~ FIMAI. 8.47 8.53 8.36 8.76 . 8.36 

Al.KA~INl!Y moIL .. .. .. ... .. _. 
HARDNESS mo, ( .. .. .. .. .. .. 
CONDUCTIVITY .. 759 767 m m n6 783 
UC !!1CJ1l 

OAY cCMIENTS 
CONC.: ..o~ I 2 ., ; 1 4 5 6 . 
TEM' 'C • 21.9 22.6 22.1 23.0 23.0 23.1 

~ 0,0 NITIAl 7.4 7. IS I 7.1 6.7 7.1 7.0 
! FINA~ 7.4 7.] 7.3 7.7 6.8 7.1 

011 INITIAL 8.07 8.07 B.06 7.98 S.07 . 8.0a 
! FINAL a.52 S.5S a.43 8.58 8.67 8.52 
Al~LIN1TY ""'II 182 198 188 192 186 180 
~AlOMESS ...1\ 100E 911E 9idl lOSE '04E 104!..COIIOUCTl v ITY 1231 1239 1254 1,49 '265 1294 II 
nc '"!Ill CCMIf~, 

GAY 
COlIC.: 1001 1 2 3 4. S 6 7 
TEMP 'C • 21.0 22.S Zl.9 .23.0 21. 7 22.a 
0.0. INITIAL 5.8 5.2 5.1 10.9 S. I 10.9 

FINA 6.8 6.6 T .2 1.4 6.4 t... 8 
DH INITIAL 8.05 7.90 7.88 7.82 7.92 7.91 

fiNAL 1.66 8.73 8.59 8.63 8.80 8. rl 
ALo. IMITV .../1 368 160 280 388 \44 100 
MUOIIUS l1l1I. \ 148£ 142E 146E 148£ ••of ISO! 
CONDUCT IVI n .. 2590 2570 2590 2600 I Z!.<oO 2640 
IRe mo/l ... .... ....... .... .... I .... .... 
• 	 TtfIOItr.tu~. r.eding. for ch_teat data r.f.r~. Qf'I~ .. : act\.loll u"! c~ 1r\Cl.D8t'.a at ZS 1.le. 


CQrrKted for c.ll factor ana t.,.,.rltwr. at 25"C, vn't. u ..ftI'!;c'./~~ 


'ACM 0.100 COlor i_tor SIN 81Om111 Idod • 

•••• SMDl. tOlor/turbidity above \f\Stl"tlMflt CICtr&btllrv t, t'~G oYt w1th otani.. 
NOrE: Tota' Hlr<*"tel, encJDOt"ts HtllllUd • 'ff-: U$M "'fOf'()rJ.-'t ~roa'de treat"",,! OUt co~or cha",. was to nu::III:IY bro"," 

it"\:lt.1d of blUII (O,.gM'~ Li9and Int.,.t.renc.,,. 
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CMRCIIIIC TOJICllY EVALUATlCIII (EPAt600t4·89tOOll 

~.. 0' CI.ADOCUAII suaVIVAL ANO UPtalUC11C111 TEST OAU' 


AGeNCT COOIDVCTlNG TEST: J....rll. ONI-fPC -WQIOI>. !SU"Sp 'EST TYPE ,QUAL I TT pl!!nOL 
'HTI~G DAfES: ~;09Z1 (1522,1555) • ;JOQ2a'(O~S'C8J7) I>lJAPOSE, STANDUR TOXICANT !ES' 
~fLUTlOIC ....fER: Reeonst1 tuua Moae,..,t.ly "a"" (lUlU'" ?f ~j0920 . !OxICAMr TESTED: C~He Cl'HOrtOe (ffi'- tiotl'''n,\; 

'UT SPECIES, Ctr"!a.I,,,,"''' we". 
: EIIPLA TE ~1III8E1: 1 7 	 TEST OIIGfoIlI~ AGE: 3.7'8.6 h... old at !Os! >:or! •• <<<, 
TEST CClllTAINE': ~Anchor Koctins 	 OAIL1FEEDIIIG: 0.' Ift\ ALGfoL CONCENTRATE (3".a .to ~.; ;~:lftl) 
CQNTUNU SIZE: ..l2...!L VOL\IIIE: ~ 	 ~. I ,,( OAPMIIID CMciI (TilT) 

• • TEST OIIGfo11I SJI All VE 	 •• rEST OIIGfoNI~ !lISSING ;; • G..VIO FEIOALE (~:'E) 

• (PM I PI' tAL FEIOAL! 1 :I MAI..£ 	 liE • NOLTEO EIIUTO( S J 
x 	 • TEST OIIGfo11I ~ DEAD U • ACCIDENUL DEATH ••• NIIII8U' 0' DEAl) 'OJNG 

I • NI.II$U OF 1I vE lOjNG ! • I"TI\.~ • "IG"LT S'.essEn 

COIIC.- 111M OAT COIIC. 6.25 OAT 
: 

1 I 2 I 
: 

! 

I
UP. OJP 2 3 4 5 6 7 TTL •. IEI'. OJP I 3 4 5 6 7 TTL. 

• , 
I 

LtVE I. I l UVE 
TOJIIG 'OJNG 

) 01 G G IG ' i 7G G I1G II I 51 G G 4G 7G :; lOG I 21 

lG lOG I I 
2 32 · G G 4G G 21 2 12 ! · G G 5. • • • 5 

3 53 G 6G 7G , • lOG 23 3 13 
I · G lME" 6. 2. I 12G 

. 
25· · sa i 

4 34 · G • 4G Ie G 9G IS 4 Z4 • G 5. SG '.: 10. B 

I 55 · G i a 5a 1G ',G G 23 5 45 G G 4G 7G ~ lie 22 

6 46 · e G 4G 7G a 9G 20 6 06 · · a I.e 1. G l1a 2Z 

I 7 31 · · a 5G 8G G 'OG Z3 7 11 · .. G 5e 9 :; I'G 21 

a 48 · a G loG 1e lOG G 21 a us · i e sa SG G 9G zz 
9 29 I · G 4a SG G I QG 21 9 39 · · G 5Q 7G :; QG 21 

1 ]0 i G 5G 1e G lOG 22 10 50 , G G 4G Be ge c 2! 

...... u OF 'ElUlU • 10 LIVE 'OJNGt'EMAL! • 21.5 1:= III 01.11$11" 0' FEMAlfS • 10 LIVE TOJ.afFENALE • 20." 1:= 201 

COlIC •• 1.88 , DAY CONe. 16.9 DAY 

REP. OJP 

I 
I 2 I 3 I 4 5 6 I 7 TTL. REP. CUP I 2 3 , 4 I 6 I 7 TTL., • I 

LlVi • • I 
LIVE 

i fOJN' TOJNG 

21 · G G 5G 8G G lOG I 11 · · G Ie 0. • I ! 15. , I 4. 

2 42 C G I.e SG G 'OG 22 2 52 G ~~4G 5e t~ 2G 12 

3 03 · I G G loG SG G ·1 23 3 3l · e G 6G 7G G I ~8 

11G 5e 

4 44 I G, G 6!i 7G G lOG 2l 4 54 " G G IME 6G G 3. 11 
'4G 

5 15 I G G 5G 6G G lOG 21 5 35 i G G SG 6G e eo 19 

6 26 • G loG 8G G 11G 23 6 16 · · G 5G G be eo '9= 

7 51 I i G G 5G 7G Il1E G 20 1 Z1 I i G 5G G 6' X 11 
8G 

8 01 · · G loG 7G G lOG 21 8 28 · · G I.e 7G 'G I eo 18 
3G 

I 9 49 
i · · G 5e 1G e 'OG 22 9 59 I • G G 4G I 210e • I 5. !O 

I. i I. I 

10 10 i G G loG aG G llG 2l 10 40 G • loG :' \x • • 9 

~El OF FEMA~U 
_ 10 

L I VI! TOJ.'t FEMALE • Z2. I !:= 221 -'U 0' FEllALlS • 10 LIve TOJNG/FEMAL( • 14.4 l> 144 

COlIC •• 3.76 OAT I tOllC.· 31.5 DAY 

.e,. a. I z ,3 I. I 5 6 7 TTL. IEI'. CUP I 2 I 1 4 5 6 7 I TTL. 
I • L!Vi • • LIVE 

'OJNa 'OJNG , 31 I i G loG 7G G 9G 20 1 II I i G ·1 • X • I 
I Ix 

2 Z2 I G G SG 8G e lOG 2.1 2 02 · • G sx • • x 5 

1 Z3 · · G 5G 7G G '2G 24 3 43 i G 2. • l • Z 

4 04 i G G loG I 7G G I1G 22 4 II. · • G 41 • • l 4 

I 05 · i G 6C 6G G 14G 26 5 25 '. f l • • • I ., 0 
I 

6 36 i · C SG 8C C lOG 13 6 56 · G 2X • • , 2 

7 07 · · G 5C G 9G HC F i 7 47 · · C 2X • • , 2 

! 38 i G I 4G 7G • lOG! 2 • ! 51 · · G • I • x I • ~ 

~ 09 · C loG G $G 12C 1. i 9 19 · · • • • , • 0 

'" zo · G C loG 6G G sc .~ I '0 60 · · G 2. I • • 2 

I wt.J08E1 OF 'EMALES • \0 LIVE fOJMelF!""E • 22.8 t  :2S , 
'''''8E1 Of FEI!OZAUS • 10 L I Vi TOJWGIfEMALE • I.e t= '! 

! 

II 

i 

i 

o::JIIIDtS • 

11 




CM_lt TOXICI TY EVALUATION (!PA/bOO/4·S9/001) 
~., Of SAll'LE C"E"ICAl _ PWnlCAl DATA 

'!H no!, ;VAl!;Y COITRO\. 
'<STING OATES: >30921 (1}22",,5) • 930928 (orH·0837! 'U~POSE' !a.oug lOIlCAIT le~; 
iGEWel COIiDUell"G IUT: Geor", p"A·EPIHjQ!!P·IS1.!'ABP 

:n..UT1OM ....UE.! ~!ear.ttltuted _.rattlY ".rq (R"tO of 930920 "':X1CAJtT TESTE~: Ct.",. Ct'H9r1Q, <"Sf> ai kip 

;E~PlATE " 

I 

~' 
...ed us,,,. stoe. of 930201 fr"" E~A AlID#" lot .784 

, "eONCEMTRAT lOllS 
.,._ 930921 ' 

SAMPLES Oay 1 start: ~.25 16.9,37,5; 0•• 2 surt: 1"1:0(\•• OIV 1 st,rt: ,,,,"" 
TO \jQ lAB Cav 4 start: none ; 0 • ., S .. tltt ~•• DIY" stlrt: none: elV 7 It.re: ill 

II OAT C!Mft!IITS 

P COlIC.: RIO" 
, 2 3 • 5 6 7 

! leMP ·c • 21.5 21.9 23,1 23.S 22. ~ I Z3.5 Z2.6 

I[ 0.0. :_1 Till , 7.8 7.8 7.• 7.3 7.35 I 1,4 7.• 

II '!WAl 7•• S.05 7.S 8.1 8. : 8.3 9.1 

pH INITIAL I 1.85 . 7.87 8.05 S.11 !.il6 I 8. I. 8.11 

t i .... " a.14 8.36 8H=t 8.53 5.63 8.•8 

AlOL!WITT "'III S6 55 56 56 S6 56 

MARONEn "",I 78 78 7 80 78 76 

CONOUCTIVI H •• 279 280 282 282. 284 285 285 

IIC 119/1 l 
DAY C!Mft!MTS 

COliC.: 1.88&911 , 2 3 " I 5 6 7 

IEMP ·c • I 
0.0. 1.ITtll I 

'I .... L 7.65 7.90 7.7 7.7 ' 8. ~ 8.0 7.9 

pM INIfIlI. 
'I .... , 

AllALINITY 

HAIIONESS 
, 

COIiOutT t V 1fT .. 
ue 'llJ/' I 

OAl C~ENTS 

II ~: 3.760<911 1 2 3 " 'j 6 7 

TEMP 'c • 
0.0. IMtTlAl 

, !HAl 7.7 7.90 7.9 7.8 S.O 7.9 a.l 
pM INITIAL 

'lNAl 

ilOliN'TY 

MUONUS 
CCII)UCU,," tT T •• 

TIC 'llJ/1 

OAT C!Mft!IITS 

COlIC,: 6.l5ag/l , Z 3 4 5 6 7 

If"" -C .. 

0.0. INI TlAl. 

fiNAL 7.8 8.0 1.11 7.9 7.9 7.9 .S.1 
oK 10lTUl 

FINAL 

AllAllMITT 

MUDNESS ) 

CONOUCTIVI TT .. I 

TRC 'llJ1l : I 
OAT CCMlfMTS 

COliC, : 16.9&;/1 I 2 3 • 5 6 7 

TEMP. 'c • 
0.0. INITI"'l 

FINAl 1.7 7.90 7.8 7.9 7. ? 7.~ 8.0 
pi! INJTIAl 

flNAl 

AllALI.ITT, 

MAIONESS 
aJIDUtTlVITT .. 

TIIC ",II 

OAT CCMlfIlT$ 

COlIC.: 37.5"9/1 1 Z 3 " I \ 6 7 

TEMP 'c • ) 

0.0. tOITIA, , : 
FINAL 7. i"5 7.90 7.i"5 1. , , ! : 7.9 .. 

pi< INITIAL 

FINAl i I 

AllALI.IT' 

!tUDNESS I 
eClllOllCTlVI IT .. I I 
lie ",II 

) 

I 

II 

II 
. II 

!I 
II 

• TeftI)I'rltur. readi",,'1 tar ct'l.ical data l'.t.rl'l"Ce Pl ........... "nf C\..C!I, 1f\C\&leted It ZS t , 
1II c. 

no Corr.cteo, tor ceU faetar .,..; t ....r.tur. -It ,S~. • t ......O'\/CIll. 
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071 ()5/95 15: 06 tJ9124275382 RAYONIER 141002 

ANALYSIS REPORT 


C-€flter ForARplied 
Engineering~ Inc. 

iii_SPA 'Environmental Testing Services 

P. 

; 

Date of Report:
C-af-C ~:. 
Date Collected: 
Collected By:
Date Rseeived: 
Ft.-DHRS Cert. So: 
I1'L -DBP CompQAP: 

06/7.2/95
cg.2S?
05/17/95 14:QO 
esc 
05/18/95 08:50 
11842540/8'153
900359.G· 

Det. Test 

Jesup GA 31545 

S84Iple Dellc: Grab Sample, NPDBS Outfall, Jesup, GAo 

CuBt proj: 

Lab ID~ 95 0006371 
Result L1.mit P:roceciuxe Da.ta 

!IIB'I:ALS 
'rol'ALo 

Silver. Total 0.31 UG/L .25 200.8 OS/23
Aluminum, Total 350 DG/L 17 200.7 OS/23
Jli.:rsenio, Total BOL OG/L 1.55 200.8 OS/23
Barium Total 180 UG/I. 7.8 200.7 OS/23
B.~l1lwa, Total 5.8 COIL .15 200.7 OSi:23 
Cadift!UDl, Total WI. mZL .6 200.8 OSZ23 
Chromium, ·Total BDI. oG/L 3.5 200.8 OS/23
Copper. Total 9.5 mIL .• .2 200.8 05/.23 
X~. Total 250 UG/L 6.1 200.7 05/26
Mercury I Total BDL mIL .2 245.1 OS/25
Manganeae, Totfill 500 OOII. 1.~ 200.7 os/.23
Rickel. Tetfill l.6.9 tJI3/L .35 200.8 OS/23
Lead, Total. :1..98 rolL .25 200.B OS/23.
Antill1QD.Y, Total BDL mIL .4 200.8 OS/23
SeleniUll\, Total. BDL miL .58 270.2 . OS/26 
Tha11:l..UIII., Total 0.22 mIL .15 200.8 OS/23
Zinc, Total . 36.2 mIL .35 200.8 OS/23

TOTAL, SALTS 
. lIIagneeiUm, Total lfo ElL .14· 200.7 OS/23

ORGANIC· . 
. PBSTJPCB.-GC 

4,4' -DOD 001£ mIL .036 8080 OS/23
4,.' -DDH BPI. wIt. .027 8080 OS/23 
1~" -DDT BDL mIL .046 80aO 05/23
ALdrin SOL mIL .038 8080 OS/23
alpba-BHC BDL UGIL .032 9080 OS/2)
keeler-10l' BOL UGIL .77 eoaa OS/23
Areelor-1.221 SOL UGZL .99 3080 OS/23
Aroclor-1232 SIlL .72 8080 OS/23
Al:oclor-1242 BDL gg~ .• 79 . 8080 OS/23
Aroclor-1248 BDL DG/L .59 9080 OS/23
A1:'oclor-1256 . BOL 'OG/L .8 9080 OS/23
Aroclor-l.260 BOL tJG/L .n 9080 OS/23
:beta-BBC BDL TJG/L .07 8080 05/2.3
Chlordane ('l'eehnical) BOL TlG/L .sa 8080 OS/23
delta-BBC BDL mIL .O·U aoso OS/23
Dieldrin BOL UG/X. .072 8080 05/23
Bndrin &lde~ SOL OG/L ~033 8080 OS/2::

Note 'BDL' =sel.ow Detection ~1mit 

Distribution of Report: 

oocal 
Labor 

Re~ctfull~Submitted 
Center For pliedBz;g. • Inc. 
Reviewed an Approved by: 

~.~~ 

10301 NlNTH STREET NORTH. ST. FETlORSSURG. FlOflOl 3311. -PHONE {81a} m·Q334· FAX (813) ~53a4 
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071 ()5/95 15: Q7 'ZJ9124275382 	 RAYONIER I4J 003 

ANALYSIS REPORT 

Date of Report: 06/22/95C-en~er FqrAI2plied C-of-C Humber: C9457 
Date Collected: 05/17/95 14:00 
Collected. By:. cst.EnglneenngJ,me. OateRBceived: 05/18/95 08:50 
P'L-DHRS Cart. No: :884.254/84453 Environmental Testing ~ervices FL-OBP CcmpQAP: 900359G 

Sample Dese: Grab Sample, NPDBS Out::fall, Jesup. GA. 

Cut Prcj: 

Lab ID: 9S 0006371 

liE1'1dosulfa:n. U 

£nd:rin 

Bndoaulfan sulfate 
8nclosulfan 1 
C:-BHC (Li.nd.ane)

ptach"lor epox:i.de
HePtachlor 


. 'I'CxA~e 

SDa-VOL-C;C/HS . 
. 	 ~,2,4-TrichlorQbanzene 


~,2-DichlorobenzeDe 

L,2-Di~enyltrYdraz:in.e 

~,3-DiCblorcbah&ene 

~,4-Dichlorobenzena 

2'~"'Trichlcrc~1

2,4-Dinitrcphenol
2,4-DinitrotoLuene
2,6-Dinitrotcluene
2 ·Chlo~htba1ene . 
:z -Chl=EmOl.2-Bit enol 
4,6-Dia tro-2-methylphenol 
4·Br~enyl ~~lether
4-Cbl.oro-3-met ¥l enol 
4-chlor~11 pheayl ether4-lfit 	 .
Ace~h.ena 
AcsnaphthylflmB
Anthracene 
Benzidine 
Sis (2-e!:hYlhexyl)phthalate
Ben:r.o (al antbr&celle. 
:8@nzo(a)Mene
Benzo ib flucrantheDe
Benllo It) flucrantbene· 
Benzo (g,h,:i.) ~~lene
Butyl benzyl p thal.a.te 
Ch.l:Ysene 
biS-~2-Chlcroethyl} ether 
bis- 2-ChlcroiBapr~1} ether

Rote 'BDL' • Below Detect~on Limit 

Distribution of Report: 

J 

ResuJ.t.
-_."'------_ ... 
BOL ' 
BDL 
BDL 
BDL 
SOL 
BDL 
BDL 
BOL" 
BDL 
WI. 
BDt. OO/L 	 OS/2.1
BDL .mIL 5 82'70 OS/l3
SOL DOlL 5 8270 OS/23
BDL roIL 5 9270 05/23
BDL UG/L 5 8270 OS/23
BDL UGIL 5 8270 OS/23
BDL mIL 5 8270 OS/23
BDL UG/L 5 8270 OS/23
:mL oa/L 5 9210 OS/23
SIlL 'roIL 5 8210 OS/23·
BDL oo/L 5 8210 OS/23
SDL 00/1. 5 8210 OS/23
BDL 00/1. 5 827Q OS/23
BDL mIL 5 8210 OS/23 
SOL UG/L 5 8270 OS/23
BOL 00/1. 5 8270 05/:13
BDL UGIL 5 8270 OS/23
BDL UG/L 5 8270 OSIa]
BDL UG!L 5 Bl70 OS/23 

. BDL oo/L 5 82'0 OS/2]
SOL miL 5 8270 05/23

' BDL 00/1. 5 8270 OS/23
BDL aG/L 5 8270 OS/23
BDL . OO/L 5 8270 05/..23
BOt. DG/L· 5 827Q OS/23
BDL mIL 5 8270 OS/23
BDL mIL 5 B210 OS/23
BDL OO/I. 5 8270 05/],3
BDL mIL 5 8270 OS/23 

Respectfu.11~itted.
Center For lied Bng., 2nc. 

:};:dan~
D_l~g . 
Laborat ldanager . 

Oet. 	 Test. 
Unit Limit Procedure Date 
-_ .... ----- -_ .... -... 
UG/L .021 8080 OS/23
00/1. .041 S080 OS/23.
fJG/L .056 8080 OS/23
UG/L .046. 8080 OS/23
oo/L .• 0:ilS 8080 05/.23
OO/L .035 S080 OS/AJ
OO/L· .0441 8080 05/.23
00/1. . .6& 9080 OS/23 

00/1. 5 8270 05/13
OO/L 5 9270 OS/23

5 8270 

-

10301 NINTH STREET NOATH· ST, PETERSBURG, FlOROlo l37'& • PHONE (81315n·~· FAX (613/ 85384 . 

http:thal.a.te
http:epox:i.de


Uf,otJ<lflOl)" lX/;UO 

( 

ANALYSIS REPORT 


"C-enJer FqrAI2plied
Engmeenng, Inc." 

SM Environmental Testing Services 

Sample Deao: Grab Sampla,NPDBS OUt~all, Jesup, SA 

CUBt Pr'Clj: 


Lab m: 0006311
'5 

D:i.be:aZO" (a.,b) anthra.cene 
Di-n-bu~pht:balate 
3~J'-Dic orabao.idine 
2«4-CichlOr~heDol 

. 	 1) let~lphtha. ate 

2(4-0 metJlyl~l 

D~methyl~thaLat.

n-RitrosOdimetbylamine 
B-NitrQ80-di-n-~rqpylamine 
Di.n-~lphtha ate 
bia- (:i - loroetboxy) methane 
P'l.uor~ " 
Pluoranthene 
RexachlOr09YCl~entAdiene
Hexachl.o:cobU.t ana 
Hex&chlorabenzene 
Hexachloroethane 
XnQeao(1,2,l~cd)py.rene 
1: l!I~ho:ro::lelIa thalene . 
LCit%obenzene 
a-Nitrosodiphenylamine
PantachlorophenOl
Phenol 
Phenant.hrene 
~eneVOLA'l' I.,!S-GC~
1,l,l-Tr1dh1oroethane . 

. l,l,2,2-Tet:rac:hloroetha:ae
1,1,2.-Trichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,l-DiohJ.oroethene
1,2-Cicbloroethane 
1.2~DiChlor~r~e
2 -Chloroet.hy 1 etber 
krolein 
Acrylonitrile
Ben.ene 
BYolllc('1i.chloramethane . 
BrcD1QfoDll 

Bote 'BIlL' = Below tletection Limit 

Distribution of Report: 

Date of Repent: 06/22/95
c-o£-c Number: C9~57 
DAte Colleet.ed: 05/17/95 14:00 
collected By: cst " 
 Date Reeeivee!; 05/18/95 08:50 
PL-DHRS Cart. No: 1il84254!S44S1 
Fl.-DIP CCIllPQAP: 300359G " 

Det. 	 'test 
Result Unit Limit Procedure Da.te 
... ----- --.~\- ----_ ...... ------ ....... ------.... 	 .... 
BCL OO/.L 5 8270 OS/23
BDL" 	 5 9:1'70 OS/23OG~LBDL tlGL 5 8210 OS/23
BDL mIL" 5 8270 051'23 
BDL mIL 5 8270 OS/23
BOL OG/L 5 8270 OS/23
BDL mIL 5 8270 OS!23 
BOL mIL 5 82.70 OS/23
BOL DOlL 5 8270 OS/23 
.BDL TJGIL 5 8270 OS/23
BDL' "UG/.L 5 8270 05/23
BDL UG/L 5 8210 OS/23
BDL OG1L 5 8270 05/23 
SDL CG/.L 5 9210 OS/23
BDL OGI.L 5 8270 OS/23
BDL 00/1. 5 8270 05/33
BOL oo/L 5 8270 OS/23
BOL oo/L 5 8270 OS/23
BDL oo/L 5 8270 OS/23
BOL OG/:L 5 8270 051.23 
BDI. DOlL S 8270 OS/23
BOL 00/.1. 5 8270 OS/23
BD!. TJG/L 5 8270 OS/23
BDL. UGIL 5 8270 OS/23
BOL UG/L 5 8270 OS/23
:aDL tJG/L 5 9210 ,05123 

BOL oolL .91 6260 05/19
BOL miL .78 8260 05/19
BDL ·OO/L .3.9 9260 O!5/U
aDL UG/L .96 8260 05/19 
BDI. mIL .9.3 8260. OS/~g 

. BOlo OO/L _89 9260 05/19
BOL UG/L .81 8260 05/1!l 
BOt. UG/t. .74 8260 05/19
aD!. 00/1. 3.2 8260 05/1S
BDI. UG/L 4.1 8260 05/15
BOL Oa/L .84 826O OS/1S
BOL 00/1. .58 8260 05/1.9
BOL miL .73 8260 05/15 

'Re~ectfull!fSubmitted
Cen.er For lied Eng., Inc. 
Rev1eved an 	 : 

10301 NINTH ST~EET NORTH' ST. PETERSBURG. FlOROllll'.· PK:lNE (813) 577·9:\34' FAX /813l _S3U 

http:Colleet.ed
http:Chloroet.hy
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ANALYSIS REPORT 

Date of Report: 06/22/95CenterForARPlied C-cf-C HwRber: C9257 
Date Ccillected: 05/17/'35 14:00 
Collected By: estEngineering, Ihe.; Date Recei'ri!d: 05/18/95 08:50 

Cert., No: B84254/8U53Environmental Testing "', 1 , 9Q0359G 

er HU.:r::ray
Rayanier. Inc. 
P.O. BOX 2070 
Jesup (]A, 31545 

,.; .< 
Scuaple Case: G~ Sample, lIPDBS Outfall. Jesup,' ~.:1" 
CUBt proj: 

Lab XC; 95 0006371 Det, Test 
Result tJnit Limie . Procedure Date -_._._----- ... - ..... --- ..... - ._----- .......... _--- .. 


Bromometbane DDt. 00/10' .85 8260 05/19
Carban tetrachloride BDL OO/t. .93 82.60 05/1.!t
Chlorofo:aa BDt. fJGIL .86 8260 05/19
ChlDrobeJ:1zene BDL uG/L .68 8260 05/19
Chloroethane BOt. OO/L .92 8260 05/19
Chlorometbane BOL w/L 1 8260 05/19 
CiB-l.3-Dichloropr~::: BDL fIG/L .79 8260 , 05/19 
Dichlarodif~uoromet BDL 00/1.. .74 8260 OS/li
Dib:t'cmocltlOX'Cllllathaue BDL UGZt. .12 8260 05/1.9 
Sth~lbenaene BDL mIt. .,81 8260 05/19 
Met ~lene chloride BOlo OO/t. .85 El260 05/1.9
Tric lorcethene :eDL mIL .92 826Q 05/19, 
Trich1orof~uoramethane BDt. OO/L .71 8260 05/19
Tetracbloroethene DDt. OO/la .66 82.60 051.J.9 
Toluene BDL tlG/L .87 8260 05/19 
trana·l,2-Dicblcrcethene SDL tlG/L .85 9260 05119 
trans-l.3-Didhloropropene WI. UG/L .78 8260 05/1.9
Vinyl chloride BOL OO/I.. .9 8260 05/19

WB'1' CHBl!I . ' 
c:mmt:CAL . 

~an.ic;Je I Total 80L !G/t. .005 :335.1 OS/25 
, emic::al Oxygen Dema.nct 976 !GIL ~OO 410.4 OS/2.1
F1uoride . 0.6:01 KG/I. .OS 340.~ OS/25 

, I!1BAS{SUrf&C1:&nts. J'o~Agenl:S) BDt. MO/L .8 425.1 OS/lS
Ammcnia alii H (NHl+1IIH4). . 2.2 MG/t. .016 350.1 OS/2f
Nitrate & Nitrite aB N 0.3~ 'IIJIl/L .Ql. 353.2 05/4;: 
Oil & Grease 1 lID/I.. 1, .413.1 OS/2:; 
Sulfate 430 mIL 2 375.4 OS/2!
Total phenolics 0.053. mIL .005 420.1 05/l~
Total Kie1dAb1 Nitrogen 5.' 1!J1J/L .3.1 351.2 OS/24 

. Total R er~ 6.22 mIL .01 'l"IB+NOX OS/2!
Total orgalu.c Carbon 5!i mIt. 1 415.1 ()5/2~ 
Phosphorus. Total " l.O JIG/I. .01S 365.3 OS/2! 

" 

Note • BDL' _, Below Detecticm Limit 

,Distribution of Report: 
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NEW (10 days) 

~ 	MAJOR INDUSTRIAL 


MAJOR MUNICIPAL 


MINOR PRIMARY 


MODIFICATION (circle one: Major Ind/Mun. or Minor Pri) 
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2. ' UNIT CHIEF ' .,(£~V?! 
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:z S~ok. 
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ACI'ION ':L'D BE TAKEN: _________---;:--_'-_________ 
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PERMIT NO. GA 0003620 

STAn Of GEORGIA 

DEPARTMENT Of NATURAL RESOURCES 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROnCTION DIVISION 


AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE 

NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 


In compliance with the provisions of the Georgia Water Quality Control Act (Georgia 
L.1ws 1964, p~ 416, as amended), hereinafter called the "State A~t," the federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, as amended (33 U.5.C. 1251 et seq.), hereinafter called the "Federal 
Act," and the Rules and Rqulations. promulgated pursuant to each of these Acts, 

ITT RAYONIER, INC. 
P. O. Box 207 
Jesup, Georgia 31545 

is authorized to discharge from a facility located at 

u. S. Highway 301 North 
Jesup, Wayne County, Georgia 

to receiving waten Altamaha River 

in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other conditions set 
forth in Parts I, II, and III hereof. 

This permit shal.1 become effective on the date signed by the Director of the 
Envir9nmental Protection Division. . 

This permit and the authorization to discharge shall expire at midnight,November 1, 1992. 

Signed this __ day of _________ 

Director, 

Environmental Protection Division 


[PO 2.21·1 



,. 

STATE OF GEORGIA 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 

A. 	 EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 During the period beginning effective date and lasting through November 1, 1992, 

the permittee is authorized to discharge from outfall(s) serial number(s) 001 and 002 
Process wastewater, sanitary wastes, andstormwater runoff. 


Such discharges shall be limited and monitored by the permittee as specified below: 

Effluent Characteristic Discharge Limitations Monitoring Requirements' 
kg/day (lbs/day) Other Units(Specify) 

Measurement Sample Sample 
Daily Avg. Daily Max. Daily Avg. Daily Max. Frequency Type Location 

Flow-m3Day (MGD) Continuous Recorder 	 Influent or 
Effluent 

BODS 
May I-November 30 10,115(22,300) 15,173(33,450) Daily Composite Effluent ~ '
December I-April 30 14,515(32,000) 21,772(48,000) " II" 

TSS 19,056(42,010) 35,199(77,600) Daily Composite 	 Effluent 

BOD40 Monthly Composite 	 Effluent 

Coior Weekly Composite 	 Effluent 

The pH shall not be less than 6.0 standard units nor greater than 9.0 standard units 
and .shall be monitored daily by grab sample at final effluent. "tI"tI "tI 

Ib Pl >):!:I. 
a~ t-:1

There shall be no discharge of floating solids or visible foam in other than trace amounts. 	 1-'
rtN H 

zo
1. 	 The effluent sample location shall be defined as the discharge stream after treatment, .o H'I 

but prior to mixing with any other waters. g;wI-' 

2. See Part III, Section B.l. for river monitoring requirements. 	 0 
0 
0 
W 

3. The pollutant limitations above represent the sum of the pollutants from Outfall 001, 	 0\ 
N. 

added to the pollutants from Outfall 002. 	 0 

4. See Part III, Section B.2. through B.4. regarding possible changes in the wasteloadD·RAFT 
allocation for BODS' . . . . 



STATE OF GEORGIA PART I 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 3 of 13 

Permit No. G~ 0003620 

B. 	 SCHEDULE OF COMPLIANCE 

1. 	 The permittee shall achieve compliance with the effluent limitations 
specified for discharges in accordance with the following schedule: 

The permittee will be in compliance with the effluent limitations 
on the effective date of the permit. 

2. 	 No later than 14 calendar days follOWing a. date identi'fied in 
the above schedule of compliance, the permittee shall submit either 
a report of progress or, in the case of specific· actions being 
required by identified dates, a written notice of compliance or 
noncompliance.' In the latter case, the notice shall include the 
cause of noncompliance, any remedial actions taken, and the 
probability of meeting the next scheduled requirement. 

EPD 	 2.21-4 D FT 



STATE OF GEORGIA PART I 
DEPARTMENT OF. NATURAL RESOURCES . 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 4 of 13 

Permit 	No. GA 0003620 

Note: 	 EPD as used herein means the Division of Environmental Protection 
of ~he Department of Natural Resources. 

C. 	 MONITORING AND· REPORTING 

1.· 	Representative Sampling 

Samples and measurements taken as required herein shall be 
representative of the volume and nature of the monitored discharge. 

2. 	 Reporting 

Monitoring results obtained during the previous one month shall 
be summarized for each month and reported on an Operation Monitoring 
Report (Form WQ 1.45), postmarked no later than the 15th day of 
the month following the completed reporting '.period. The first 
report is due on December 15, 1987. . 
The EPD may require reporting of additional monitoring results 
by written notification. Signed copies of these, and all other 
reports required· herein, shall be submitted to the following 
address: 

Georgia Environmental Protection Division 

Industrial Wastewater Program 

205 Butler Street, S.E., Floyd Towers East 

Suite 1070 

Atlanta, Georgia 30334 


3. 	 Definitions 

a. 	 The "daily average" discharge means the total discharge by 
weight during a calendar month divided by the number of days 
in the month· that the production or commercial facility was 
operating. Where less than daily sampling is required by 
this permit, the daily average discharge shall be determined 
by the summation of all the measured daily discharges by weight, 
divided by the number of days sampled during the calendar 
month-when the measurements were made. 

b. 	 The "daily maximum" discharge means the total discharge by 
weight during any calendar day. 

c. 	 The "daily average" concentrat;ion means the arithmetic average 
of . all the daily determinations of concentration made during 
a calendar month. Daily determinations of concentration made 
using a composite sample shall be the concentration of the 
composite sample. When grab samples are used, . the daily 
determination of concentration shall be the arithmetic average. 
(weighted by flow value) of all the samples collected during 
that calendar day. 

R FT 

EPD 	 2.21-5 




STATE OF GEORGIA 	 PART I 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL.· RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 	 Page 5 of 13 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

d. 	 The "daily maximum" concentration means the daily determination 
of concentration for any calendar day. 

e. 	 "Weighted by flow value" means the summation of' each sample 
concentration times its respective flow in convenient units 
divided by the sum of,the respective flows. 

f. 	 For the purpose of this permi t, a· calendar day is defined 
as. any consecutive 24-hour period. 

4. 	 Test Procedures 

Test procedures for the analysis of pollutants shall conform to 
regulations published pursuant to Section 304(g) of, the Federal 
Act. 	 . 

5. 	 Recording of Results 

For each measurement or sample taken pursuant to the requirements 
of this permit, the permittee shall record the folloWing 
information: 

a. 	 The exact place, date, and time of sampling; 

b. 	 The dates the analyses were performed; 

c. 	 The person(s) who performed the analyses; 

d. 	 The analytical techniques or methods used; and 

e. 	 The results of all required analyses. 

6. 	 Additional Monitoring by Permittee 

If the permittee monitors any pollutant at the location(s) 
designated herein more frequently than required by this. permit, 
using approved analytical methods as specified above, the results 
of such monitoring shall be included in the calculation and 
reporting of the values required in the Operation Monitoring Report 
Form (WQ 1.45). Such increased monitoring frequency shall also 
be indicated. The EPD may require more frequent monitoring or 
the monitoring of other pollutants not required in this permit 
by written notification. 

7. 	 Records Retention 

All records and info~ation resulting from the monitoring activities 
required by this permit including all records of analyses performed 
and calibration and maintenance of instrumentation and recordings 
from continuous monitoring instrumentation shall be retained by 
the permittee for a minimum of three (3) years,. or longer if 
requested by the State Environmental Protection Div~§i 

EPD 2.21-6 FT 



STATE OF GEORGIA 	 PART II 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 6 of 13 

Permit No. GA 0003610 

A. 	 MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS 

I. 	 Change in Discharge 

All discharges authorized herein shall be consistent with the 
. terms and conditions of this permit. The discharge of any pollutant 
identified in this permit more frequently than or at a level in 
excess of that authorized shall constitute a violation of the 
permit. Any anticipated facility expansions, production increases, 
or process modifications which will result in new, different, 
or increased discharges or pollutants must be reported by submission 
of a new NPDES application or, if such changes will not violate 
the effluent limitations specified in this permit, by notice to 
the EPD of such changes. Following such notice, the permit may 
be modified to specify and limit any pollutants not previously 
limited. 

2. 	 Noncompliance Notification 

If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or will 
be unable to comply with any daily maximum effluent limitation 
specified in this permit,. the permittee shall provide the Water 
Protection Branch of EPD with the following information, in writing, 
within five (5) days of becoming aware of such condition: 

a. 	 A description of the discharge and cause of noncompliance; 
and 

b. 	 The period of noncompliance, including exact dates ·and times; 
or, if not corrected, the anticipated time the noncompliance 
is expected to continue, and steps being taken to reduce, 
eliminate and prevent. recurrence of the noncomplying discharge. 

3. 	 Facilities Operation 

The permittee shall at all times maintain in good working order 
and operate as efficiently as possible all treatment or control 
facilities or systems installed or used by the permittee to achieve 
compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit. 

4. 	 Adverse Impact 

The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize any 
adverse impact to navigable waters resulting from noncompliance 
with any effluent limitations specified in this permit, including 
such accelerated or additional monitoring as necessary to determine 
.the nature and impact of the noncomplying discharge. 

EPD 	 2.21-7 




STATE OF GEORGIA 	 PART II 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 	 Page 7 of 13 

Permit No. GA. 0003620 

5. 	 Bypassing 

Any diversion from or bypass of facilities covered by this permit 
is prohibited, except (1) where unavoidable to prevent loss of 
life or severe property damage, or (ii) where excessive storm 
drainage, runoff, or infiltration would damage any facilities 
necessary for compliance with the effluent limitations and prohibi
tions of this permit. The permittee shall operate the treatment 
works, including the treatment plant and total sewer system, to 
m1n1m1ze discharge of the pollutants listed in Part I of this 
permit from combined sewer overflows or bypasses. The permittee 
shall monitor all overflows and bypas~es in the sewer and treatment 
system. A record of e!ich overflow and bypass shall be kept with 
information on the location, cause, duration, and peak flow rate. 
Upon written notification by EPD, the permittee may. be required 
to submit a plan and schedule for reducing bypasses, overflows, 
and 	infiltration in the system. 

6. 	 Removed Substances 

Solids,sludges, filter backwash, or other. pollutants removed 
in the course of treatment or control of wastewaters shall be 
disposed of ina manner such as to prevent any pollutant from 
such materials from entering waters of the State. . 

7. 	 Power Failures 

In order to maintain compliance with the effluent limitations 
and prohibitions of this permit, the permittee shall either: 

a. 	 In accordance with the Schedule of Compliance contained in 
Part I,provide an alternative power source sufficient to 

.operate the wastewater control facilities; 

or, if such alternative power source is not in existence, and 
no dat~ for its implementation appears in Part I, 

b. 	 Halt, reduce or otherwise control production and/or all 
discharges from wastewater control facilities upon the 
reduction, . loss, or failure of the primary source of power 
to said wastewater control facilities. 

B. 	 RESPONSIBILITIES 

1. 	 Right of Entry AFT 
The permittee shall allow the Director of EPD,' the Regional 
Administrator of EPA, and/or their . authorized representatives, 
agents, or employees, upon the presentation of credentials: 

a.' 	To enter upon the permittee's premises where an effluent source 
is located or in which any records are required to be kept 
under the terms and conditions of this permit; and 

EPD 	 2.21-8 



STATE OF GEORGIA PART II· 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 8 of 13 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

b. 	 At reasonable times to have acce·ss to and copy any records 
required to be kept under the terms and conditions of this 
permit; to inspect any monitoring equipment or monitoring 
method required in this permit; and to sample any discharge 
of pollutants . 

. 2. 	 Transfer of Ownership or Control 

In the event of any change in control or ownership of facilities 
from which the authorized discharges emanate I the permittee shall 
notify the succeeding owner or controller of the exis~ence of 
this permit by letter, a copy of which shall be forwarded to the 
Water Protection Branch of EPD. 

3. 	 Availability of Reports 

Except for data determined by the Director of·EPD to be confidential 
under Section 16 of the State Act or the Regional Administrator 
of tlie u. S. Environmental Protection Agency .under Section 308 

. of the Federal Act I all· reports prepared in accordance with the 
terms of this permit shall be available for public inspection 
at the Atlanta office of the EPD. Effluent data shall not be 
considered confidential. Knowingly making any false statement 
on any such report may result in the imposition of criminal 
penalties as provided for in Section 22(b) of the State Act. 

4. 	 Permit Modification 

After written notice and opportunity for a hearing, this permit 
may be modi·fied, suspended, revoked or reissued in whole or in 
part during its term. for cause including, but not limited to, 
the following: 

a.· 	Violation"of any conditions of this permit; 

b. 	 Obtaining this permit by misrepresentation or failure to 
disclose fully all relevant facts; 

c. 	 A change in any condition that requires either a temporary 
or permanent reduction or elimination of the permitted 
discharge; or 

d. 	 To comply with any applicable effluent limitation issued 
pursuant. to the· order the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia issued on June 8, 1976, in Natural 
Resources Defense Council, Inc.et.al. v. Russell E. Train, 
8ERC 2120(D.D.C. 1976), if the effluent limitation so issued: 

(1) 	 is different in conditions or more stringent than any 
effluent limitation in the permit; or 

(2) 	 controls any pollutant not limited in the permi 

EPD 	 2.21-9 
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STATE OF GEORGIA 	 PART II 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 	 Page 9 of 13 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

5. Toxic Pollutants 

Notwithstanding Part II, B-4 above, if a toxic effluent standard 
or prohibition (including any schedule of compliance specified 
in such effluent standard or prohibition) is established under 
Section: 307(a) of the Federal Act for a toxic pollutant which 
is present in the discharge and such standard or prohibition is 
more stringent than any limitation for this pollutant in this 
permit, this permit shall be revised or modi.fied in accordance 
with the toxic effluent standard or prohibition. A draft permit 
will be provided for review and comments prior to issuance. 

6. Civil and Criminal Liability 

Nothing in this permit shall be construed. to relieve the permittee· 
from civil or criminal penalties for noncompliance. 

7. State Laws 

Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude the 
institution of any legal action or relieve the permittee from 
any r~sponsibilities, liabilities, or penalties established pursuant 
to any applicable State law or regulation under authority preserved 
by. Section 510 of the Federal Act. 

8.. Water Quality Standards 

Nothing in this permit shall be construed to preclude the modifica
tionof any condition of this permit when it is determined that 
the effluent limitations specified. herein fail to achieve the 
applicable State water quality standards. 

9. P{operty Rights 

. The issuance of this permit does not convey any property rights 
in either real or personal property. or any exclusive privileges. 
nor does it authorize any injury to private property or any invasion 
of personal rights. nor any infringement of Federal, State or 
local laws or regulations. 

10. Expiration of Permit 

Permittee shall not discharge after the expiration date. In order 
to receive authorization to discharge beyond the expiration· date, 
the permittee shall submit such information, forms, and fees as 
are required by the agency authorized to issue permits no later 

::::e:::dd:::r::::r to th~ expiration date, I:) ~. 
11. 

Any person who is aggrieved or adversely affected by an action 
of the Director of EPD shall petition the Director for a hearing 
within thirty (30) days of notice of such action. 

EPD 2.21-10 




STATE OF GEORGIA PART II 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page. 10 of 13 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

12. 	 Severability 

The provisions of this permit are severable, and if any prOV1S10n 
of this permit, or the application of any provision of this permit 
to any circumstance, is held invalid, the application of such 
provision to other circumstances, and the remainder of this permit, 
shall not be affected thereby. 

13.· 	Best Available Technology Economically Achievable 

Notwithstanding Part II, B-4 above, if an applicable effluent 
standard or prohibition (including any schedule of compliance 
specified in such effluent standard or prohibition) is established 
under Section 301(b)2 of the Federal Act for 'a pollutant which 
is present in the discharge and such standard or prohibition is 
more stringent than any limitation for such pollutant in this 
permit, this permit shall be revised or modified in accordance 
with such effluent standard or prohibition. A draft permit will 
be provided for review and comments prior to issuance. 

14. 	 The permittee will implement best management practices to control 
the discharge of hazardous and/or toxic materials from ancillary 
manufacturing activities. Such activities incluae, but are not 
limited' to, materials storage areas; in-plant transfer, process 
and material handling areas; loading and unloading operations; 
plant site runoff; and sludge and waste disposal areas. 

PART 	 III 

A~ 	 PREVIOUS PERMITS 

1. 	 All previous State water qual,ity permits issued to this facility, 
whether for construction or operation, 'are herehy revoked by the 
issuance of this permit. This action is taken to assure compliance 
with the Georgia Water Quality Control Act, as amended, and the 
Federal Clean Water Act, as amended. Receipt of the permit consti 
tutes notice of such action. The conditions, requirements, terms 
and prov1s1ons of this permit authorizing discharge under the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System govern discharges 
from this facility. 

D T 
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STATE OF GEORGIA 	 PART III 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION 	 Page 11 of 13 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

B. 	 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 River samples shall be collected and analyzed twice a month during 
the months, May through November. Samples shall be taken from 
the U.S. 301 Highway bridge, the ITT Rayonier marker just upstream 
from the confluence of Penholloway Creek and the Altamaha River ~ 
and the monitoring station at Everett City. Sampling shall be 
done near midstream, or at a point which is judged to be representa
tive of the river. Collection of samples shall be taken when 
flows are less than 10,000 cfs and when the river is at steady 
flow conditions. The time of collection at the various points 
shall coincide with time of travel for the river. Samples shall 
be analyzed for the following: 

a. 	 BODS and BOD40 

b. 	 Dissolved Oxygen 

c. 	 pH 

d. 	 Temperature 

Also, river stage and associated flow at Doctortown should be 
reported during periods scheduled for sampling whether or not 
sampling is actually conducted during that time. 

2. 	 The data from the river sampling program described above will 
be used by the Environmental Protection Division to refine and 
update the current stream model. If water quality violations 
are documented, limitations in Part I, Section A.I. will be adjusted 
accordingly. 

3. 	 The effluent limitations for BODS for the December through April' 
period may be modified to equal the limitations for the May through 
November period., The Director will provide written notification 
to the permittee 180 days prior to this permit modification. 

4. 	 Limits on page 2 are based on the permittee's anticipated production 
rate of 1740 ADTPD in 1988. This assumes that 38 percent of produc
tion is dissolving kraft and 62 percent of production is bleached' 
kraft. The permittee anticipat~s that production will be increased 
to 1940 ADTPD in 1990 and is requesting a corresponding increase 
in the wintertime (December 1 - April 30) BODS limitation from 
32,000 1bs. per day to 3S,000 1bs. per day on a daily average 
basis. 

FT 




STATE OF GEORGIA PART III 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 12 of 13 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

B. 	 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

By December I, 1989, the Division will be provided with the expected 
projected production for the following calendar year and with 
a summary of the actual production for the previous twelve month 
period. The effluent limitations will be adjusted in proportion 
to the projected production and shall not exceed the effluent 
limits commensurate with the 1940 ADTPD under· this permit. This 
assumes approximately the same ratio of dissolving kr'aft to market 
bleached kraft production. These limitations will then remain 
in effect for the duration of the permit. 

If the ratio of dissolving kraft to market bleached kraft changes, 
certain adjustments may have to be made in the limitations, but 
in no case will the daily allowable BODS exceed 35,000 lbs. per 
day. 

5. 	 Any discharge point sources of stormwater runoff shall not cause 
any water quality violations in the stream. 

F 



STATE OF GEORGIA PART III 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 13 of 13) 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

C. 	 BIOMONITORING AND TOXICITY REDUCTION REQUIREMENTS 

The permittee may not discharge toxic. wastes in concentrations or 
combinations which are harmful to humans, fish or aquatic life. The 
permittee shall not' discharge an effluent which will kill 10% or more 
of the exposed test' organisms in 96 hours or less, when the test 
solution contains volumes of effluent. and dilution water proportional 
to the plant design flow and the 7QlO flow of the receiving stream. 

1. 	 If toxicity is suspected in the permittee's effluent, the Division 
may require the permittee to develop a screening program for whole 
effluent biomonitoring. The schedule will be as follows for this 
screening approach: 

a.. 	 Within 90 days of Division notification, a study plan detailing 
the test methodology and test organisms shall be submitted 
for conducting forty-eight' hour acute static renewal tests 
of the final effluent.. If residual chlorine is present in 
the final effluent from treatment and/or disinfection processes, 
a prechlorinated or dechlorina~ed sample will also be tested. 

b .. Within 90 days of DivisIon approval of the study plan, the 
permittee shall. conduct and submit the results of the forty
eight hour static renewal tests. 

2. 	 If toxicity is found in the permittee I s effluent based upon the 
results of the screening process, the permittee shall, within 90 
days of written notification by the Division, submit a Toxicity 
.Reduction Evaluation (TRE) plan to the. Division. (Note: Toxicity 
is defined to be a situation in which. the effluent quality is 
such that 10% or more of the test organisms are killed within 
96 hours, in a test solution which contains volumes of effluent 
and dilution water proportional to the plant design flow and the 
7QIO flow of the receiving stream.) The TRE plan shall detail 
the action the permittee will implement to eliminate toxicity. 
Within 270 days of Division approval of the TRE plan, the permittee . 

.shall complete implementation of the TRE plan and conduct follow-up 
biomonitoringof the effluent in accordance with the approved 
TRE plan. If toxicity is still indicated, the permittee shall 
continue the TRE plan. The TRE plan shall .not be complete until 
the. permittee has eliminated the toxicity in its effluent. On 
a case specific basis, chronic toxicity testing procedures may 
be required to verify that the toxicity has been eliminated. 

3. 	 If toxicity is not indicated initially, or if there are substantial 
changes in the effluent composition, the permittee may be required 
to repeat the forty-eight hour static renewal test upon notification 
by the Division. On a ,case specific basis, chronic toxicity testing 
procedures may also be required. Biomonitoring of the effluent 
will be required at a minimum of once every three years unless 
otherwise noted. 

Upon approval by the Division, all study plans and TRE plans will 
become part of the requirements of this permit. 

FT 
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 --Ioo--.L........f.:::.:::::.....t..::::::=--I-__
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from previous permit modification of existing permit ~. 
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--:-___' If industrial; point source category is f'-t /(2 
. 00 "....J. subcateg;/y >is 

Iv f+- .J + I<!&A.,,~(,J ~rf) 6duction levelI ' r is 

.' . I 7'10 A o"XL °1 SIC code is (?GI/. '. . 
Facil ity located on steam segment that is and the basis for derivation of 
li m; ta t ion is: 

Stream water quality limited 
~ Based oli water quality model 

Ba~ed on instream calculation at 7 day, 10 year low flow 

Stream effiuent limited 
Based on promulgated guidelines 
Based on plant's demonstrated p~rformance 
Based on demonstrated technology 
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APPROVAL.} IlfITIALS ___ 
DATI ____ 

NPDES WASTILOAD ALLOCATIOII 

, PART I (to be completed by requesting program): 
PURPOSE OF REQUEST - Increased production 

FACILITY NAME ITT Rayonier . COUNTY Wayne 
NPDES PERMIT NO. GA 0003620 ' (1 NEW (X 1 M;~OD;:-:I;-;F:;':;I:':::C:7A;:::-TI:;-;O~N;---F;:;-A;-;C:;-;I:";"L':':ITY:::::-~N:'::'O-.-:::0~0~00~0~30S 
RECEIVING STREAM Altamaha R. CLASSIFICATION Fishing BASINB-'.~:;J".l. ;1 WQMU 0600 
CONSTRUCTION GRANT FACILITY [ J YES [ X] NO USGS QUAD Doctortown 
T1PE OF DISCHARGE [ ] DOMESTIC [xl INDUSTRIAL BOTH (give proportion) 
TYPE(S) OF INDUSTRIAL CONTRIBUTIONS 100% rocess wastewater - pulp mill --
FLOW(S) REQUESTED DESCRIPTION OF TREATMENT UNITS Clarifier followedl 

'32 000 lbs. BOD Dail Av. Dec. A ril. b ASB ~, 
35,000 Ibs. BODS Daily Avg. Dec. April 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (history. special request, etc.)_________________ ________ 
See memo detailing special request and history 

ATTACHMENTS: 11 LOCATION MAP In Data collected by ITT Rayonier; '3 Background Info •. 
RETURN COPIES TO:' Nolton Johnson TITLE Asst.Br.Ch. PROGRAM 

TITLE !:' .,-OGRAM 
----:-----TITLE PROGRAM 

IWP DATE 10/5/87 
DATE 
DATE----

IF THERE ARE QUESTIONS CONTACT Larry Kloet AT PHONE NO. 656-4887 

'PART II (to be completed by the Water Quality Management Program): or ATTACH COPY 
OF WASTELOAD ALLOCATION MODEL' 

TYPE OF MODEL: TABLETOP ] CALIBRATED [ ] CAN NOT BE MODELED [ 
EXPLAIN HOW CALIBRATED OR WHY CAN NOT BE MODELED 

TYPE OF MODEL [ ]ANNUAL [ ] SEASONAL IF SEASONAL INCLUDE PA~TERS FOR 
CRITICIAL MONTH ONLY 
DESIGN TEMP HW DRAINAGE AREA(mi 2 ) HW 7Q10(cfs) 
7 Q lOY IELD (c fs mi 2 ) VELOC ITY (--=RA~N~G::-::E:---'"""'":'f'ps ) AVG • --:::-ST=:RE=-:AM~F~L~OW~(-:-c-::f:-s~)--
SLOPE (RANGE - fpm) Kl K3 K2 (base e per day - 20°C) 
ESCAPE COEFF. (ft_l) SUM OF MODEL REACHS (miles)----------------MINIMUM DISSOLVED OXYGEN IS AT A pt. MILES BELOW OUTFALL 

RECOMMENDED LIMITATIONS 
(monthly average concentrations, mg/l) 

Q, (cf s )~__BOD S__NH- 3 - N __DO__BODuc / BODS__' OTHER ( )-----
Q2. (cfa) BODS NH3-N DO , BODuc/BODS ' OTHER ( ) 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS____-:-_____---------------------

PREPARED BY DATE REVIEWED BY DATE 
LETTER SENT TO FACILITY OWNER (DA-T-E""'=')--'-- ----- ------
LETTER SENT TO EPA (DATE)__________-'--_:-_____________ 
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STATE OF GEORGIA 

VEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION VIVISION 

. 270 wcu rung-to n Stltee.:t, S. W. 


Atlanta, Geo~gia 30334 


FACT SHEET 


APPLICATION FOR 

NATIO~AL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 


PERMIT TO DISCHARGE TREATED WASTEWATER 

TO WATERS OF THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Appl ication 	No. GA 0003620 Date October 6, 1987 

1. SYNOPSIS OF APPLICATION 

a. Name and Address of Applicant 

ITT Rayonier, Inc. 
P. O. Box 207 

Jesup, Georgia 31545 


b. Description of Applicant's Operation 

Pulp and Paper Mill, produces market bleached kraft and dissolving 
kraft. 

c. Production Capacity of Facility 

1740 ADT/day, may be increased to 1940 AD'T/day by 1990. 

d. Applicant's Receiving Waters 

Altamaha River 

, 	 For a sketch showing the location of the discharge(s), see 
Attachment A. 

e. Description of Existing Pollution Abatement Facilities 

Screening 

Primary Clarification 

Nutrient Addition 

Aeration Basin 
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f. Description of Discharges (as reported by appl icant) 

Serial 001 and 002 Combined 

Average Flow 62 mgd

Average Winter Temperature - 22°C 

Average Summer Temperature - 34°C 

pH Range (std. units) 7.0 to 8.4 


Pollutants which are present insignificant quantities or which 
are subject to effluent limitation are as follows: 

Efflue~t Characteristic Reported Load 

BOD5 32 mg/l 

To.tal Suspended Solids 57 mg/l 

Stormwater Runoff Point Sources 

Average Flow Varies 

Average Winter Temperature - N/A

Average Summer Temperature - . N/A 

pH Range (std. units) 7. 1 


Pollutants which are present in significant quantities or which 
are subject to effluent 1 imitation are as follows: 

Effluent Characteristic Reported Load 

BOD5 5 mg/l . 

Total Suspended Solids 2 mg/l 
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2. PROPOSED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

Serial 001 and 002 - Combined 

Permitted Maximum Temperature - N/A' 

Permitted pH Range (std.' units) - 6.0 - 9.,0 


Effluent Characteristic 	 Discharge Limitation 

BODS 
May 1 - November 30, 22,300 lbs/day Avg.Daily 

33,450 lbs/day Max.Daily 

December 1 - April 30 	 32,000 lbs/day Avg.Daily 
48,000 lbs/day Max.Daily 

BODS limitations may be increased to 35,000 lbs/day average daily 
and 52,500 lbs/day maximum daily during wintertime months (December 1 :.. 
April 30) ,if anticipated productio~ in 1990 is reached. 

Serial 002 -' N/A 

Permitted Maximum 'Temperature 
Permitted pH Range (std. units) 

Effluent Characteristic 	 Discharge Limitation 

EPD 2.22 ..A 




3. 	 MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

The applicant will be required to monitor regularly for flow and those 
parameters limited in Section 2 above with sufficient frequency to ensure 
compliance with the permit conditions. Frequency, methods of sampling, 
and reporting dates will be specified in the final permit~ 

4. 	 PROPOSED COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE FOR ATTAINING EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

N/A 

. " 

5. 	 PROPOSED SPECIAL CONDITIONS WHICH WILL HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
ON THE DISCHARGE 

See Part III, Special Requirements of NPDES permit, attached. 
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6. WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AND EFFLUENT STANDARDS APPLIED TO THE DISCHARGE 

The A1tamaha River is classified as fishing. The effluent limitations 
were derived to meet this classification. 

7. PROCEDURES FOR THE FORMULATION OF FINAL DETERMINATIONS 

a. Comment Period 

The Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD) proposes to issue an 
NPDES permit to this appl icant subject to the effluent 1imitations and 
special conditions outlined above. These determinations are tentative. 

Interested persons -are invited to submit written comments on the permit 
application or on EPD's proposed determinations to the following address: 

Georgia environmental Protection Division 
205 Butler Street, S.E. 
Floyd Towers East, Room 1070 
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

All comments received prior to 
will be considered in the formulation of final determinations with regard 
to this application. 

b. Publ ic Hearings 

Any applican~, affected state or interstate agency, the Regional Administrator 
of the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or any other interested 
agency, person or group of persons may requ~st a public hearing with respect 
to an NPDES permit application if such request is filed within thirty (30) 
days following the date of the public notice for such application. Such 
request must indicate the 'interest of the party filing the request, the 
reasons why a hearing is requested, and those specific portions of the 
application or other NPDES form or information to be considered at the 
public hearing. The Director sha'll hold a hearing if he determines that' 
there is sufficient publit interest in holding such a h~aring. If a public 
hearing is held, notice of same shall be provided at least thirty (30) days 
in advance of the hearing date. 

EPD 2.22-7 




In the event that a public hearing is held, both oral and written comments 
wi 11 be accepted; however, for the accuracy of the record, written comments 
are encouraged. The Director or his designee reserves the right to fix 
reasonable limits on the time allowed for oral statements and such other 
procedural requirements as ~e deems appropriate. 

Following a public hearing, the Director, unless he should decide to deny 
the permit, may make such modifications in the terms and conditions of the 
proposed permit as may be appropriate and shall issue the permit. Notice 
of issuance or denial will be circulated to those perspns or groups who 
participated in the hearing; to those persons o~ groups who submitted written 
comments to the Director on the proposed permit within thirty (30) days from 
the date of the public notice of the application for permit; and to all persons 
or groups included on the EPD mailing list. 

c. 	 Contested Hearings 

Any person who is aggrieved or adversely affected by the issuance or denial 
of a permit by the Director of EPD may petition the Director for a hearing 
if such petition is filed in the office of the Director within thirty (30) 
days from the date of notice of such permit issuance or denial. Such hear
ing shall be held in accordance with the EPD Rules, Water Quality Control, 
subparagraph 391-3-6-.01. . 

Petitions for a contested hearing must include the following: 

1. 	 The name and address of the petitioner; 

2. 	 The grounds under which petitioner alleges to be aggrieved or 

adversely affected by the issuance or denial of a permit; 


3. 	 The reason or reasons why petitioner takes issue with the action 
of the Director; ; 

4. 	 All other matters asserted by petitioner which are relevant to the 
action in question. 

d. 	 Issuance of the Permit When No Public Hearing is Held 

If no public hearing is held~ and, after review of the written comments 
received, the Director determines that a permit should be issued and th·at 
his determinations as set forth in the proposed permit are substantially 
unchanged, the permit will be issued and will become final in the absence 
of a request for a Contested Hearing. Notice of issuance or denial will 
be circulated to those persons who submitted written comments to the 
Director on the proposed permit within thirty (30) days from the date of 
the public notice of such proposed permit; and to all persons or groups 
included on the EPD mailing list. 

EPD 	 2.22-8 


http:391-3-6-.01


If no public hearing is held, but the Directot determines, after a review 
of the written comments received, that a permit should be issued but that 
substantial changes in the proposed permit are warranted, public notice 
of the revised determinations will be given and written comments accepted 
in the same manner as the initial notice of application was given and 
written comments accepted pursuant to EPD Rules, Water Quality Control, 
subparagraph 391-3-6-.06(7)(b). The Director shall provide an opportunity 
for publ ic hearing on the revised determinations. Such opportunity for 
public hearing and the issuance or denial of a permit thereafter shall be 
in accordance with the procedures as are set forth above. 
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ATTAcm1ENT 

STATE OF GEORGIA PART III 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION. Page 11 of 13 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

B. 	 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS 

1. 	 River samples shall be collected and analyzed twice a month during 
the months, May through November. Samples shall be taken from 
the U.S. 301 Highway bridge, the ITT Rayonier marker just upstream 

. from the confluence of Penholloway Creek and the Altamaha River~ 

and the monitoring station at Everett City. Sampling shall be 
done near midstream or at a point which is judged to be representa
tive of the river. Collection of samples shall be taken' when 
flows are less than 10,000 cfs and when the river is at steady 
flow conditions. The time of collection at the various points· 
shall coincide with time of travel for the river. Samples shall 
be analyzed for the following: 

a. 	 BODS and BOD40 

b. 	 Dissolved Oxygen 

c. 	 pH 

,d. Temperature 

Also, river stage and associated flow at Doctortown should be 
reported during Periods scheduled for sampling whether or not 
sampling is actually conducted during that time. 

2. 	 The data from the river sampling program described above will 
be used by the Environmental Protection Division to refine and 
update the current stream model. If water quality violations 
are documented, limitations in Part I, Section A.l. will be adjusted 
accordingly. 

3. 	 The effluent limitations for BODS for the December through April 
period may be modified to equal the limitations for the May through 
November period. The Director will provide written notification 
to the permittee 180 days prior to this permit modification. 

4. 	 Limits on page 2 are based on the permittee's anticipated production 
rate of 1740 ADTPD in 1988. This assumes that 38 percent of produc
tiCm is dissolving kraft and 62 percent of production is bleached 
kraft. The permittee anticipates that production will be increased 
to 1940 ADTPD in 1990 and is requesting a corresponding increase 
in the wintertime (December 1 - April 30)' BODS limitation from 
32,000 lbs. per day to 35,000 lbs. per day on a daily average 
basis. 
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STATE OF GEORGIA PART III 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION Page 12 of 13 

Permit No. GA 0003620 

B. 	 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS (continued) 

By December 1, 1989, the Division will be provided with the expected 
projected production for the following calendar year and with 

. a summary of the actual production for the previous twelve month 
period. The effluent· limitations will be adjusted in proportion 
to the projected production and shall not exceed the effluent 
limits commensurate with the 1940 ADTPD under this permit. This 
assumes approximately the same ratio of dissolving kraft to market 
bleached kraft production. These limitations will then remain 
in effect for the dtj.ration of the permit. 

If the ~atio of dissolving kraft to market bleached kraft changes, 
certain adjustments may have to be made in the limitations, but 
in no case will the daily allowable BODS exceed 35,000 1bs. per 
day. 

5. 	 Any discharge point sources of stormwater runoff shall not cause 
any water quality violations in the stream. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IV 

345 COURTLAND STREET. N.E. 
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30365

JUl 12 1989 

REF: 4WX,:""FP 

Hr. Jack C. Dozier, P.E., Chief 

Water Protection Branch 

Environmental Protection Division 

Georgia Department of Natural Resources 

Floyd Towers East - Room 1058 

205 Butler Street., S. E • 

Atlanta, Georgia 30334 


RE I NPDES Ovf3rview 

Dear Hr. Dozier: 

We have begun our review of the draft permit modifications and your 
June 29, 1989, correspondence for the following facilities: 

Gilman Paper Company GA0001953 
Federal Paper Board Company, Inc. GA0002801 
ITT Rayonier, Inc.' GA0003620 

_ Brunswick Pulp and Paper Company GAOOQ3654l The Proctor and Gamble Cellulose Company GA0049336 

At this time, we' request an extension of review time in order to 
allow evaluation of the Study Plan to Conduct Dioxin Monitoring in, 
Fish Tissue from the Vicinity of Five Georgia Bleached Kraft Mills by 

- EPA personnel' at our Environmental Servicf3s Division. We antiCipate 
completing our review and providing comments to these modifications 
by August 1, 1989. If we ,are not advised to the contrary, we will 
assume that this extension has been granted. 

,If you have any questions, please call Yvonne Martin at 347-3012. 

Sincerely yours, 

John T. Marlar, Chief 

Facilities Performance Branch ' 

Water Management Division 


Childress M.· Patrick . IV 
( " 

'. 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4· 

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 

61 FORSYTH STREET 


ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303·8960 


February 14, 2002 

Ms. Stacy Wix 

Industrial Wastewater Unit 

GAEPD 

GA Department of Natural Resources 

4220 International Parkway 

Suite 101. 

Atlanta, GA 30364 


Re: NPDES Permit for GA 0003620 ' 

Rayonier ~ Jesup, GA 


Dear Ms. Wix: 

In a previous letter to you dated September 7,2000, I inadvertently indicated that the 
applicable effluent guidelines for the Rayonier-Jesup mill include both 40 CFR 430.12 (subpart 
A) and 430.22 (subpart B). The mill is only subject to the SUbpart A guidelines, which are for 

. Disso lving Kraft: inills . 

. Ifyou have any questions or comments regarding our review,· please contact me at 

404/562-9308 or by email at shell.karrie-jo@epa.gov. 


i&:/ilv
Kame-Jo Robinson-Shell, P.E. 
Environmental Engineer 
Permits, Grants and Technical Assistance Branch 
Water Management Division 

cc: Dana Dolloff - Rayonier 
Justme Thompson - GA Center for the Law and Public Interest 

Internet Address (URL). http://wNw,epa.gov 
,Recyc/!!dlRecyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Re~'Yde<l Paper (Minimum 30% Poslconsumer) 

http:http://wNw,epa.gov
mailto:shell.karrie-jo@epa.gov


Mr. Dana B. Dolloff 

Director, Environmental Affairs 

Rayonier Inc. 

·50 North Laura St.. 

Jacksonville, FL 32202 


Dear Mr. Dolloff: 

The purpose of this letter is to respond to your letter dated February 6, 2002, in 
which you requested clarification of the applicability of effluentlimitations guidelines for 
the dissolving kraft subcategory. You indicated that the applicability of the dissolving 
kraft effluent limitations in.the NPDES permit reissued for the Rayonier dissolving kraft 
mill in Jesup Georgia has been challenged by the Altahama Riverkeeper. 

I have again reviewed our regulations which apply in this case. The proposed 
preamble indicated that the Agency was conSidering revising its subcategorization to 
distinguish among grades of products made at these mills, in addition to proposing 
revised effluent limitations. However, the proposed BPT, BCT, and BAT effluent 
limitations guidelines did not include such a change in applicability. The final Cluster 
Rules focused on Subparts Band E and deferred final rulemaking for Phase III 
subcategories and thus did not address the applicability language. The final regulation . 

. simply brought forward the existing BPT, BCT, and BAT effluent limitations guidelines 
for the dissolving kraft subcategory, Subpart A, Dissolving Kraft, §430.1 0, and they 
"apply to production of dissolving pulp at kraft mills." We are aware this applicability 
language is not exactly the same as it was proposed and could lead to differing 
interpretations, as is apparently the case for the Jesup mill. The Agency's ongoing 
Phase III rulernaking effort will lead to revised promulgated effluent limitations 
guidelines for the dissolving kraft and dissolving sulfite subcategories. The applicability 
language for both Subparts A and D will be addressed in that rulemaking. 

The Technical Development Document (TDD) for the proposed Cluster Rules 
addresses this subject, in Chapter 5, Subcategorization, specifically Sections 5.3.1 and 
5.4.1. These sections provide the underlying basis for the applicability of Subpart Aas 

. it currently exists. 	 Both ofthese sections indicate that the subcategorization underlying 
the previously existing effluent limitations guidelines for the dissolving kraft subcategory 
applies to both dissolving and papergrade pulps produced at dissolving kraft mills .... 
See the proposed TDD at pages 5-6 (BPT and BCT for conventional pollutants) and 5
26 (BAT for toxic and nonconventional pollutants). This is consistent with the 
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applicability language in the proposed regulation for Subpart A which reads: liThe 
provisions of this subpart are applicable to discharges resulting from the production of 
pulp and paper at dissolving kraft mills." (See the proposed regulation, §430.10, . 
Subpart A, Applicability; description of the dissolving kraft subcategory, at 58 FR 66191; 
emphasis added). . 

I trust this addresses your concern regarding the applicability of the existing 
effluent limitations guidelines for the dissolving kraft subcategory. If there are any 
further questions on this matter, please feel free to contact me at (202) 260-7189. 

Sincerely, 

Donald F. Anderson 
Acting Chief, Chemical Engineering Branch 
Engineering and Analysis Division (4303) 

cc: 	 Karrie~Joe Robinson Shell; EPA Region 4 
CarolAnn Siciliano, OGC 
Jan Pickrell, OWM 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEcrION,AGENCY 

REGION IV 

3.' COURTLAND STREET· 
ATLANTA. G.EORGJA :SO:Se! 

"JUN 16 1989 

REF: 4WM-FP 

Mr. Jack C. Dozier, P.E., Chief 

Water Protection Branch .. 

Environmental Protection Division 


.	Georgia Department of Natural Resources. 

Floyd Towers East - Room 1058 

205 Butler Street, S.E. 

Atlanta, Georgia 30334 


RE: NPDES Overview 

Dear Mr. Dozier: 

We have begun our review of the draft permit modifications for the 
following facilities: 

Gilman Paper Company GA0001953 

Federal Paper Board Company, Inc. GA0002801, 

ITT Rayonier, Inc. .. . GA0003620 ' 


_ Brunswick Pulp and Paper Company GA0003654 

( The Proctor and Gamble Cellulose Company GA0049336 

. At this· time, we request a copy of each fact sheet which should 
include supporting documentation for the calculation of the dioxin 
limitations. 

Also, we request a copy of the Study Plan to Conduct Dioxin 
Monitoring in· Fish Tissue from the Vicinity of Five Georgia Bleached 
Kraft Mills, March 31, 1989, referenc8d in the permit modifications o· 

. 	 . 

Our review will proceed upon receipt of this information. If you 
have any questions, please call Yvonne Martin at 347-30.12. 

Sincerely yours, 

John T. Marlar, Chief. 

Facilities Performance Branch 

Water Management Division 


Martin ~ ... ho;, Childress -...Lil,,-0#=--·-tf"'f-~-

http:347-30.12


Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
205 Butler Street. S:E., Floyd Towers East. Atlanta. Georgia 30334 

J. Leonard Ledbetter, Commissioner 
Harold F. Reheis, Assistant .ofrector 

Environmental Protection Division 

July 26, 1989 

Mr. R. A. McCrary 
.Manager of Environmental Affairs/Pulp Products 

. Southeast Operations 
ITT Rayonier, Inc. 
P. O. Box 207 

Jesup, Georgia 31545 


Re: NPDES Permit No. GA 0003620 

Dear Mr .. McCrary: 

Please find enclosed copies of two letters we recently received from 
the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV, concerning modifications 
to your facility's NPDES permit. We are reviewing these letters, and would 
appreciate receiving your comments by August 3, 1989 to aid in our response •. · 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Nolton G. Johnson, P .E. 
Assistant Chief 
Water Protection Branch 

NGJ: lhk 

Enclosure 


cc: /JOhn T. Marlar 



Georgia Department of Natural Resources 
205 Butler Street, S.E., Floyd Towers East. Atlanta, Georgia 30334 

J, Leonard Ledbetter, Commissioner 
Harold F. Reheis. Assistant Director 

Environmental Protection Division 

November 20, 1987 

Mr. John T. Marlar, Chief 
Facilities Performance Branch 
Water Management Division 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
345 Court1anq Stree,t 
Atlanta, Georgia 30365 

RE: 	 ITT Rayonier, Inc. 
NPDES Permit No. GA0003620 • 

Dear 	Mr. Marlar: 

We are in receipt of your November 6, 1987 letter requesting more 
data on the discharge at ITT Rayoni~r and the A1tamaha River. We would 
like to respond to each pOint as follows: 

0) 	 We have not published the Water Quality Monitoring Data for 
Georgia Steams since 1983, when we began full utilization 
of STORET. D.O. and temperature data should be easi1y'obtained 
in STORET. If you have problems obtaining this data in the 
computer, please contact us. 

(2) 	& (3) DMR data and' the stream survey data are in the files in our 
Industrial· Wastewater Program. You are invi ted to come to 
our office and examine these files any day during normal 
working hours. 

(4) 	& (5) We do not have daily stream flow records at '. the Doctortown 
USGS Gage. We do have plots of daily values as published 
by USGS available in our: files. However, we que s t ion why 
you would need these in your review of our proposed permit. 

ITT Rayonier' s NPDES permit expires December 5, 1987 and we are 
looking for an expeditious review by your agency. We intend to reissue 
this permit prior to December 5, 1987 to avoid having a backlogged permit. 

Sincerely, 

','

cdwc4 
J ck C. Dozier, P.E., Chief 
ater Protection Branch' 

JCD/1kb 


